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THE UNIVERSITY OF EDINBURGH. 
My Dear Friends, 

J KNOW not to wham I can address these Essays 
with more propriety than to You ; not only on ac- 
count of a friendship begun in early life on your part, 
though in old age on mine, and in one of you I may 
say hereditary ; nor yet on account of that corre- 
spondence in our literary pursuits and amusements, 
which has always given me so great pleasure ; but be- 
cause, if these Essays have any merit, you have a con- 
siderable share in it, having not only encouraged me 
to hope that they may be useful, but favoured me 
with your observations on every part of them, both 
before they were sent to press and while they were 
under it. 
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I have availed myself of your observations, so as to 
correct many faults that might otherwise have escaped 
me ; and I have a very grateful sense of your friend- 
ship, in giving thi^ aid to one, W'ho stood much in 
need of it; having no shame, but much pleasure, in 
being instructed by those who formerly were rUy pu - 
pils, as one of you was. 

It would be ingratitude to a man whose memory I 
most highly respect, not to mention my obligations to 
the late Lord Kames for the concern he was pleased 
to take in this work. Having seen a small part of it, 
he urged me to carry it on ; took account of my pro- 
gress from time to time ; revised it more than once, 
as fiir as it was carried, before his death ; and gave me 
his observations on it, both with respect to the matter 
and the expression. On some points we differed in 
opinion, and debated them keenly, both in conversa- 
tion and by many letters, without any abatement of 
his affection, or ot his zeal for the work’s being carried 
on and published : For he had too much liberality of 
mind not to allow to others the same liberty in judg • 
ing which he claimed to himself. 


It IS difficult to say whether that worthy man was 
more eminent in active life or in speculation. Very 
rare, surely, have been the instances where the talents 
for both were united in so eminent a degree. 

His genius and industry, in many different branches 
0 literature, will, by his works, be known to posterity: 
virtues, a«d public spiri,, 

through a long and laborious life, |„ many honourable 
pubheofas with which he was intrusted, and his 
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zeal to encourage and promote every thing that tend- 
ed to the improvement of his country, in laws, litera- 
ture, commerce, manufactures, and agriculture, are best 
known to his friends and cotemporaries. 

The favourable opinion which He, and You my 
Friends, were pleased to express of this work, has 
been my chief encouragement to lay it before the pub- 
lic ; and perhaps, without that encouragement, it had 
never seen the light ; For I have always found, that, 
without social intercourse, even a favourite speculation 
languislies ; and that vve cannot help thinking the bet- 
ter of our own opinions when they are approved by 
those wliom we esteem good judges. 

You know that the substance of these Essays was 
delivcn^d annually, for more than twenty years, in 
Lectures to a large body of the more advanced stu- 
dents in this University, and for several years before, 
in another University. Those who heard me with at- 
tention, of whom I presume there are some hundreds 
alive, will recognise the doctrine which they heard, 
some of tliem thirty years ago, delivered to them more 
diffusely, and with the repetitions and illustrations pro- 
per for such audiences. 

I am afraid, indeed, that the more intelligent read- 
er, who is conversant in such abstract subjects, may 
think that there are repetitions still left, which might 
be spared. Such, I hope, will consider, that what to 
Diic reader is a superfluous repetition, to the greater 
part, less conversant in such objects, may be very use- 
ful, If this apology J)e deemed insufficient, and be 
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thought to be the dictate of laziness, I claim some ui- 
dulgence even for that laziness, at my period of life. 

You who are in the prime of life, with the vigour 
which it inspires, will, I hope, make more happy ad- 
vances in this, or in any other branch of science to 
which your talents may be applied. 


mo. lu^iix 


Glasgow-College, 7 
June 1. 1785. | 
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JJUMAN knowledge may be reduced to two gene- 
ral heads, according as it relates to body 0 / to mind; 
to things material, or to things intellectuar/ 

The whole system of bodies in the universe, of 
which we know but a very small part, may be called 
the Material World ; the whole system of minds, from 
the infinite Creator, to the meanest creature endowed 
with thought, may be called the Intellectual World. 
These are the two great kingdoms of nature that fall 
within our notice ; and about the one, or the other, 
or things pertaining to them, every art, every science, 
and every human thought is employed ; por can the 
boldest flight of imagination carry us beyond their 
limits. 


Many things there are, indee4, regarding llie na- 
ture and the structure both of body and of mind? 
which our faculties cannot reach; many difficulties 
which the ablest philosopher cannot resolve ; but of 
other natures, if any other there be, we have no know- 
ledge, no conception at all. 

That every thing that exists, must be either corpo- 
real or incorporeal, is evident;. But it is not so evidenti 
that every thing that exists must either be corporeal, 
or endowed with thought. Whether there be in the 
’universe, beings, which are neither extended, solid, 
and inert, like bodyy nor active and intelligent, like 
mind, seems to be beyond the reach of our knowledge. 
There appears to be a vast interval between body and 
mind, and whether there be any intermediate nature 
.that connects them together, we know not. 
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'We h^Mteason to ascribe intelligence, or even 
^^li^ation, dj^ ants ; yet there appears in them an ac- 
tive force Wpnergy, whicii cannot be the result of 
arran^i^^i^t or combination of inert matter. Xhe 
.thin^'ay be said of those powers by which a- 
nlimals"ai^ nourished and grow, by which matter gra- 
vitates, by which magnetical and electrical bodies at- 
tract and repel each other, and by which the parts of 
solid bodies cohere. 

Some have conjectured, that the phaenomena of the 
material world which require active force, are produ- 
ced by the continual operation of intelligent beings : 
Others Iiave conjectured, that there may be in the 
Universe, beings that are active without intelligence, 
which, as a kind of incorporeal machinery, contrived 
by the Supreme Wisdom, perform their destined task 
without any knowledge or intention. But, laying a- 
side conjecture, and all pretences to determine in things 
beyond our reach, we must rest in this, that body and 
mind are the only kinds of being of which we can have 
any knowledge or can form any conception. If there 
be other kinds, they are not discoverable by the facul- 
ties which Goa hath given us ; and, with regard to us, 
are as if they were not. 

As, therefore, all our knowledge is confined to body 
and mind, or things belonging to them, there are two 


great branches of philosophy, one relating to body, the 
other to mind. The properties of body, and the laws 
that obtain in the material system, are the objects of 
natural philosophy, as that word is now used. The 
branch which treats of the nature and operations of 
minds has by some been called Bneumatology. And 
to the one or the other of thesf branches, the princi- 
ples of all the sciences belong. 
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What variety there may be of minds or thinking 
beings throughout this vast universe, we cannot pre- 
tend to say. We dwell in a little corner of God’s do- 
minion, disjoined from the rest of it. The globe which 
we inhabit is but one of seven planets that encircle our' 
stm. What various orders of beings may inhabit the 
other six, their secondaries, and the comets belonging 
to our system ; and how many other sunjj may be en- 
circled with like systems, are things altogether hid 
from us. Although human reason and industry have 
discovered with great accuracy the order and distances 
of the planets, and the laws of their motion, we have 
no means of corresponding with them. That they may 
be the habitation of animated beings is \ eiy probable ; 
but of the nature, or powers of their inhabitants, we 
are perfectly ignorant. Every man is conscious of a 
thinking principle or mind in himself, and we have 
sufficient evidence of a like principle in other men. 
The actions of brute animals shew, that they have 
some thinking principle, though of a nature far inferi- 
or to the human mind. And every thing about us 
may convince us of the* existence of a Supreme Mind^ 
the Maker and Governor of the universe. These are 
all the minds of which reason can give us any certain 
knowledge. 

The mind of man is the noblest work of God which 
reason discovers to us, and therefore, on account of 
dignity, deserves out study. It must indeed be ac- 
knowledged, that although it is of all objects the near- 
est to us, and seems the most within our reach, it is 
.very difficult to attend to its operations, so as to form 
a distinct notion of them ; and, on that account there 
is no branch of knowledge in which the ingenious and 
speculative have fallen into so great errors, and even 
absur%ep.. given 

S 
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rise to a general prejudice against all inquiries of this 
nature ; and because ingenious men have, for many 
ages, given different and contradictory accounts of the 
powers of the mind, it is concluded, that all specula- 
tions conoerning them are chimerical and visionary. 

But whatever effect this prejudice may have with 
superficial thinkers, the judicious will not be apt to be 
carried away with it. About two hundred years ago, 
the opinions of men in natural philosophy were as va- 
rious, and as contradictory, as they are now concern- 
ing the powers of the mind. Galileo, Torricelli, 
Kepler, Bacon, and Newton, had the same discou- 
ragement in their attempts to throw light upon the 
material system, as we have with regard to the intel- 
lectual. If they had been deterred by such prejudices, 
we should never have reaped the benefit of their dis- 
coveries, which do honour to human nature, and will 
make their names immortal. The motto which Lord 
-Bacon prefixed to some of his writings was worthy of 
of his genius, Inveniam viarn nut facia m. 

There is a natural order in the progress of the sci- 
ences, and good reasons may be assigned why the phi- 
losophy of body should be elder sUter to that of mind, 
and of a quicker growth ; but the last hath the prin- 
ciple of life no less than the first, and will grow up, 
though slowly, to maturity. The remains of ancient 
philosophy upon this subject,^ are venerable ruins, car- 
rying the marks of genius and industry, sufficient to 
inflame, but not to satisfy our curiosity. In later ages, 
Des Cartes was the first that pointed out the road 
we ought to take in those dark regions. Male-. 
^ANciiE, Arnaud, .Locke, Berkeley, Buffieh, 
Hutcheson, Builer, Hume, Price, Lord Kames, 
have laboured to make discoveries ; nor have they 
laboured in vain. For, however different and contrary 
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their conclusions are, however sceptical some of them, 
they have all given new light, and cleared the way to 
those who shall come after them. / 

We ought never to despair of human genius, but 
rather to hope, that, in time, it may produce a system 
of the jJowers and operations of the human mind, no 
less certain than those of optics or astronomy. 

This is the more devoutly to be wished, that a dis- 
tinct knowledge of the powers of the mind would un- 
doubtedly give great light to many other branches of 
science. Mr Hume hath justly observed, that “ all 
“ the sciences have a relation to human nature ; and, 
“ however wide any of them may seem to run from it, 
“ they still return back by one passage or another. 
“ This is the centre and capitol of the sciences, which 
“ being opce masters of, we may easily extend our con- 
“ quests every where.” 

The faculties of our minds are the tools and en- 
gines we miTst use in every disquisition ; and the bet- 
ter we understand their nature and force^ the more 
successfully we shall be able to apply them. Mr 
f >ocKK gives this account of the occasion of his enter- 
ing upon his Essay concerning Human Understand- 
ing ; “ Five or six friends (says he) meeting at ray 
“ chamber, and discoursing on a subject very remote 
“ from this, found themselves quickly at a stand, by 
“ the difficulties that rose on every side. After we 
*• had for a while puzzled ourselves, without coming 
“ any nearer to a resolution of those doubts that per- 
“ plexed us, it came into my thoughts that we took a 

wrong course ; and that, before we set ourselves up- 
“ on inquiries of that nature, it , was necssary to ex- 
“ amine our own abilities, and see what objects our 
“ understandings were fitted or not fitted to deal with. 
“ This I proposed fo the company, who all readily as-' 
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“ sented ; and thereupon it wab as^rced that this should 
“ be our lirst inquiry.” If this be commonly the- 
cause of perplexity m those disquisitions which have 
least relation to the mmd, it must be so much more in 
those that have an immediate connection with it. 

The sciences may be distinguished into two classes^ 
according as they pertain to the material or to the in- 
tellectual world. The various parts of Natural Phi- 
losophy, the mechanical Arts, Chemistry, Medicine, 
and Agriculture, belong to the first ; but, to the last, 
belong Grammar, Logic, Rhetoric, Natural Theology ; 
Morals, Jurisprudence, Law, Politics, and the fine 
Arts. The knowledge of the human mind is the root 
from which these grow, and draw their nourishment. 
Whether therefore we consider the dignity of this sub- 
ject, or its subserviency to science irf general, and to 
the noblest branches of science in particular, it highly 
deserves to be cultivated. 

A very elegant writer, on the SiMime xtnd Beauti- 
ful, concludes his account of the passions thus : “ The 
“ variety of the passions is ^reat, and worthy, in e- 
“ very branch of that variety, of the most diligent 
investigation. 1 he more accurately we seai’ch in- 
“ to the human mind, the stronger traces we every 
“ where find ot His wisdom who made it. If a dis- 
course on the use of the parts of the body may be 
“ considered as a hymn to the Creator ; the use of the 
“ passions, which are the organs of the mind, cannot 
e barren ot praise to him, nor unproductive to our- 
‘ selves ot that noble and uncommon union of sciencef 
“ and admiration, which a contemplation of the works 
“ of infinite WisdoiT) alone can afford to a rational 
it ^ referring to him whatever we find of 

t, or good, or fair, in ourselves, discovering his* 
strengt and wisdom even in our own weakness amt 
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“ imperfection, honouring them where we discover 
“ them clearly, and adoring their profundity where 
we are lost in our search, we may be inquisitive 
“ without impertinence, and elevated without pride ; 
“ we mciy be admitted, if I may dare to say so, into 
the counsels of the Almighty, by a consideration of 
“ his works. This elevation of the mind ought to be 
“ the principal end of all our studies, which, if they 
“ do not in some measure effect, they are of very liu 
“ tie service to us.” 
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PRELIMINARY. 


CHAP. L 

Explication of Words, 

^HERE is no greater impediment to the advance- 
ment of knowledge than the ambiguity of words.’ 
To this chiefly it is owing that we find sects and parties 
in most branches of science ; and disputes, which are 
carried on from age to age, without being brought to 
an issue. 

Sophistry has been more effectually excluded from 
mathematics and natural philosophy than from other 
sciences. In mathematics it had no place from the 
beginning: mathematicians having had the wisdom 
fo define accurately the terms they use, and to lay 
down, as axioms, the first principles on which their 
reasoning is grounded.* Accordingly we find no parties 
among mathematicians, and hardly any disputes. ' 

VOL. I. A 
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In natural philosophy, there was no less sophistry, 
no less dispute and uncertainty, than in other sciences, 
until, about a century and a half ago, this science 
began to be built upon the foundation of clear defini- 
tions and self-evident axioms. Since that time, the 
science, as if watered with the dew of heaveq, hath 
grown apace ; disputes have ceased, truth hath pre- 
vailed, and the science hath received greater increase 
in two centuries than in two thousand years before. 

It were to be wished, that this method, which hatli 
been so successful in those branches of science, were 
attempted in otliers : For definitions and axioms are 
the loundations of all science. But that definitions 
may not be sought, where no definition can be given, 
nor logical definitions be attempted, where the subject 
does not admit of them, it may be proper to lay down 
some general principles concerning definition, for the 
sake of those who aie less conveisant in this branch of 
logic. 

. When one undertakes to explain any art or science, 
he will have occasion to use many words that are 
common to all who use the same language, and some 
that are peculiar to that art or science. Words of the 
Iasi kind are called terms of the a,t, and ought to be 
istioclly explained, that their meaning may be un- 
derstood. 

A definition is nothing else but an explication of 
the meaning of a word, by words whose meaning is 
alieady known. Hence it is evident, that every word 
cannot e defined ; for the definition must consist of 
woi s , and there could be no definition, if there were 
not words previously understood without definition.' 
ommon words, therefore, ought to be used in their 
ommon acceptation ; and, when they have different 
ceptations in common language, these, when it is 
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necessary, ought to be distinguished. But they re- 
quire no definition. It is sufticient to define words 
that are uncommon, or that are used in an uncom- 
mon meaning. 

It may farther be observed, that there are many 
words, which, though they may need explication, 
cannot be logically defined. A logical definition, that 
is, a strict and proper definition, must express the 
kind of the thing defined, and the specific difference, 
by which the species defined, is distinguished from 
every other species belonging to that kind. It is na- 
tural to the mind of man to class things under various 
kinds, and again to subdivide every kind into its vari- 
ous species. A species may often be subdivided into 
subordinate species^and then it is considered as a kind. 

From what has been said of logical definition, it is 
evident, 'that no word can be logically defined which 
does not denote a species ; because such things only 
can have a specific difference ; and a specific difference 
is essential to a logical definition. On this account 
there can be no logical definition of individual things, 
such as London or Paris: Individuals are distinguish- 
ed either by proper names, or by accidental circum- 
stances of time or place, but they have no specific 
difference ; and therefore, though they may be known 
by proper names, or may be described by circum- 
stances or relations, they cannot be defined. It is no 
less evident, that the most general words cannot be 
logically defined, because there is not a more general 
term, of which they are a species. 

Nay, we cannot define every species of tilings, be- 
cause it happens sometimes that we have not v/ords t<J 
express the specific difference, ^us a scarlet colour 
is, no doubt, a speciesmf colour ; but how shall we 
express the specific difference by which scarlet is dis* 
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tinguished from green or blue ? The difference of them 
is* immediately perceived by the eye, but we have 
not word§ to express it. These things we are taught 
by logic. 

Without having recourse to the principles of logic, 
we may easily be satisfied that words cannot be defin- 
ed, whicli signify things perfectly simple, and void ol 
all composition. This observation, I think, was first 
made by Des Cartes, and afterwards more fully il- 
lustrated by LocI^e. And however Obvious it appears 
to be, many instances may be given of great philoso- 
phers who have perplexed and darkened the subjects 
they have treated, by not knowing, or not attending 
to it. 

When men attempt to define things which cannot 
be defined, their definitions will always be either ob- 
scure or false. It was one of the capital defects of 
Aristo tee’s philosophy, that he pretended to define 
the simplest things, which neither can be, nor need 
to be defined ; such as time and motion. Among 
modern philosophers, 1 know none that has abused 
definition so much as Woefeus, the famous German 
philosopher, who, in a work on the human mind, 
called Empu'ka^ consisting of many hun- 

dred piopositions, fortified by demonstrations, with a 
proportional accompaniment of definitions, corollaries, 
and scholia, has given so many definitions of things, 
which canii c oe defined, and so many demonstrations 
of things scit-evident, that the greatest part of the 
woik consists of taiUology, and ringing changes upon 
words. 

1 here is no subject in which there is more frequent 
occasion to use wori[s/that cannot be logically defined, 
than in trccUing of the powers and operations of the 
mind. 1 he simplest operations of our minds must all 
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be expressed by words of this kind. No man can ex- 
plain by a logical definition what it is to think, to ap- 
prehend, to believe, to will, to desire. Every man 
who understands the language has some notion of the 
meaning of these w^ords ; and every man, who is cap- 
able of reilection, nny, by attending to the operations 
of his own mind, which are signified by them, form a 
clear and distinct notion of them, but they cannot be 
logically defined. 

Since therefore it i.^ often impossible to define words 
which w^e must use on this subject, we must as much 
as possible use common wwds in their common accep- 
tation, pointing out their various senses where they 
are ambiguous ; and when we are obliged to use words 
less common, we must endeavour to explain them as 
well as we can, without aifecting to give logical defi- 
nitions, when the nature of the thing does not admit 
of them. 

The foUawing observations on the meaning of certain 
wwds are intended to supply, as far as we can, the 
want of definitions, by preventing ambiguity or ob- 
scurity in the use of' them. 

1. By the tn'ntd of a man, v/c undersLand that in 
iiim which thinks, remembers, reasons, wdh. , The 
essence both of body and of mind is unknown to us. 
We know certain properties of the first, and certain 
operations of the last, and by these only wc can define 
or describe them. We define body to be that which 
is extended, si>lid, moveable, divisible. In like manner, 
we define mind to be that which thinks. We are 
conscious that we think, and that w^e have a variety 
of thoughts of difiercnt kinds ; such as seeing, hearing, 
remembering, deliberating, reseX^ng, loving, hatine, 
and many other kinds of thought, all /;hi(di we are 
taught by nature to attribute to one inteinal principle ; 
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and tins principle of thought we call the mind or soul 
of a man. 

2. By the opentiom of the mind, we understand 
eveiy mode of thinking of which we are conscious. 

It deserves our noUce, that the various modes of 
thinking have always, and in all languages, as lar as. we 
know, been called by the name of operations of tlic 
mind, or by names of the same import. To body we 
ascribe \arious properties, but not operations, properly 
so called ; it is extended, divisible, moveable, inert : 
it continues in any state in which it is put ; every 
change of ils state is the ellect of some force impressed 
upon it, and is exactly proportional to the force im- 
pressed, and in the precise direction of that force. 
These arc the general properties of matter, and these 
arc not operations ; on the contrary, they all imply its 
being a dead inactive thing, wliich moves only as it is 
moved, and acts only by being acted upon. 

But the mind is from its very nature a living and 
active being. Every thing we know of it implies life 
and active energy ; and the reason why all its modes 
of tluiikmg are called its operations, is, that in all, or 
in most ct them, it is not merely passive, as body is. 
but is really and properly active. 

In all ages, and m all languages, ancient and modern, 
the various modes of thinking have been expressed by 
words ot active signification, such as seeing, hearing, 
reasoning, willing, and the like. It seems therefore 
to be the natural judgment of mankind, that the mind 
is active in its various ways of thinking ; and for this 
reason they are called its operations, and are expressed 
by active verbs. 

It may be made ax(/uestion, What regard is to be 
paid to this natural judgment ; may it not be a vulgar 
eiror? Philosophers wlio think so, have, no doubt, a 
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right to be heard. But until it is proved that the 
mind is not active in thinking, but merely passive, the 
common language with regard to its operations ought 
to be used, and ought not to give place to a phraseo- 
logy invented by Philosophers, which implies its being 
merely passive. 

3 . The words pox^er and facnltij^ which are often 
used in speaking of the mind, need little explication. 
Every operation supposes a power in the being that 
operates ; for, to suppose any thing to operate, which 
has no power to opeiate, is manifestly absurd. But, 
on the other hand, there is no absurdity in supposing 
a being to have power to operate, when it does not 
operate. Thus, I may have power to walk, when I 
sit ; or to speak, when I am silent. Every operation 
therefore implies power; but the power does not imply 
the opera’tion. 

'\\\z faculties the mind, and its powers, are often 
used as syimnymous expressions. But as most syno- 
nymes h^c some minute distinction ‘that deserves 
notice, I apprehend that the word faculti) is most pro- 
perly applied to those powers of the mind which arc\ 
original and natural, and which make a part of the 
constitution of the mind. There are other powers 
which are acquired by use, exercise or study, which 
are not called faculties, but habits. There must be 
something in the constitution of th(? mind necessary 
to our being able to acquire habits, and this is com- 
monly called capacitij, 

4. We frequently meet with a distinction in writers 
‘ upon this subject, between things in the mind, and 

things external to the mind. The powers, faculties, 
and operations of the mind, are"" things in the mind. 
Every thing is said to be in the mind, of which the 
"mind is the subject. It is self-evident, that there are 
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some things which cannot exist without a subject to 
which they belong, and of which they are attributes. 
Thus, colour must be in something coloured ; figure 
in something figured ; thought can only be in some- 
thing that thinks ; wisdom and virtue cannot exist but 
in some being that is wise and virtuous. When there- 
fore we speak of things in the mind, we understand 
by this, things of which the mind is the subject. Ex- 
cepting the mind itself, and things in the mind, all 
other things are said to be external. It ought there- 
fore to be remembered, that this distinction between 
things in the mind, and things external, is not meant 
to signify the place of the things we speak of, but their 
subject. 

There is a figurative sense in which things are said 
to be in the mind, which it is sufficient barely to 
mention. We say, such a thing was not in my mind, 
meaning no more than that I had not the least thought 
of it. By a figure, we put the thing for the thought 
•of It. In this* sense, external things are in the mind 
as often as they are the objects of our thought. 

5 . Tli}nlct7iif is a very general word, which includes 
all the operations of our minds, and is so well under- 
stood as to need no definition. 

To perceive^ to remember^ to be conscious, and to 
conceive or imagine, are words common to philosophers, 
and to the vulgar. They signify different operations 
ot the mind, which are distinguished in all languages, 
and by all men that think. I shall endeavour to use 
them in t^heir most common and proper acceptation, 
and I think they are hardly capable of strict defini- 
tion. But as some philosophers, in treating of the 
mind, have taken the liberty to use them very im- 
properly, so as to corrupt the English language, and 
to contouud things, which the common understanding 
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of mankind hath always led them to distinguish, I 
shall make some observations on the meaning of them, 
that may prevent ambiguity or confusion in the use 
of them. 

6. Firsi^ We are never said to perceive things, of 
the existence of which we have not a full conviction. 
I may conceive or moi^me a mountain of gold, or a 
•winged horse ; but no man says that he perceives such 
a creature of imagination. Thus percepiion is distin- 
guishiCd from conception or imagination. Sscondbj^ 
Perception is applied only to external objects, not to 
those that are in the mind itself. When I am pained, 
I do not that I perceive pain, but that I feel it, 
or that I am conscious of it. Thus perception is dis- 
tinguished from consciousness, Tliird/if^ The imme- 
diate object of perception must be something present, 
and not \vhat is past. We may remember what is 
past, but do not perceive it. I may say, I perceive 
such a person has had the small-pox ; but this phrase 
is figuratitie, although the figure is so familiar that it 
is not observed. The meaning of it is, that I perceive 
the pits in his face, which are certain signs of his 
having had the small-pox. We say we perceive the 
thing signified, when we only perceive the sign. J3ut 
when the word perception is used properly, and with- 
out any figure, it is never applied to things past. And 
thus It is distinguished from remembrance. 

In a word, perception is most properly applied to 
the evidence which we have of external objects by our 
senses. But as this is a very clear and cogent kind of 
•evidence, the word is often applied by analogy to the 
evidence of reason or of testimony, when it is clear and 
cogent, rhe perception of external objects by our 
senses, is an operation of the mind of a peculiar nature^ 
and ought to have a name appropriated to it. It has 

VOL. I. B 
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in all languages. And, in the English, 1 know no 
word more proper to express this act of the mind than 
perception. Seeing, hearing, smelling, tasUng, and 
touching or feeling, are words that express the opera- 
tions proper to each sense ; perceiving expresses that 

which is common to them all. ^ 1 1 i 

The observations made on this word Would ha\e 
been unnecessary, if it had not been so much abused 
in philosophical writings upon the mind ; tor, in other 
writings, it has no obscurity. Although this abuse is 
not chargeable on Mr Hume only, yet 1 think he has 
carried it to the highest pitch. The iirst sentence of 
his Treatise of Human Nature runs thus ; All the 
perceptions of the human mind resolve themselves 
into two distinct heads, which I shall call impres- 
“ sions and ideas.” He adds a little after, that, undei 
the name of impressions, he comprehends all our sen- 
sations, passions, and emotions. Here we learn, that 
our passions and emotions are perceptions< I believe, 
no English writer before him ever gave the name of a 
perception to any passion or emotion. When a man 
is angry, we must say that he has the perception of 
anger. When he is in love, that he has the perception 
of love. He speaks often of the perceptions of me- 
mory, and of the perceptions of imagination ; and he 
might as well speak of the hearing of sight, or of the 
smelling of touch : For, surely, hearing is not more 
diflerent from sight, or smelling from touch, than per- 
ceiving is from remembering or imagining, 

7. Consciousness is a word used by Philosophers, to 
signify that immediate knowledge which we have of 
our present thoughts and purposes, and, in general, 
of all the present operations of our minds. Whence 
we may observe, that consciousness is only of things 
present. To apply consciousness to things past, whicn 
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aometlmes is done in popular discourse, is to confound 
consciousness with memory ; and all such confusion 
of words ought to be avoided in philosophical dis- 
course. It is likewise to be observed, that conscious- 
ness is only of things in the mind, and not of external 
things. It is improper to say, I am conscious of the 
table which is before me. I perceive it, I see it, but 
do not say I am conscious of it. As that conscious- 
ness by which we have a knowledge of the operations 
of our own minds, is a different power from that by 
which we perceive external objects, and as these dif- 
ferent powers have different names in our language, 
and, I believe, in all languages, a Philosopher ought 
carefully to preserve this distinction, and never to 
confound things so different in their nature. 

8. Cnnceiving^ imaginings and apprehending ^ are 
commonly used as synonymous in our language, and 
signify the same thing which the Logicians call simple 
apprehensior^ This is an operation of the mind diffe- 
rent fromVll those we have mentioned. ^ Whatever 
we perceive, whatever we remember, whatever we 
are conscious of, we hav^ a full persuasion or convic- 
tion of its existence. But we may conceive or ima- 
gine what has no existence, and what we firmly be- 
lieve to have no existence. What never had an exis- 
tence cannot be remembered ; what has no existence 
at present cannot be the object of perception or of con- 
sciousness ; but what never had, nor has any existence, 
may be conceived. Every man knows, that it is as 
easy to conceive a winged horse or a centaur, as it is 
to conceive a horse or a man. Let it be observed 
therefore, that to conceive^ to imagine^ to apprehend^ 
when taken in the proper sense, signify an act of the 
mind which implies no belief or judgment at all. It 
L'an act of the mind by which nothing is affirmed or 
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denied, and which therefore can neither be true nor 
false. 

But there is another and a very different meaning 
of those words, so common and so well authorised in 
language, that it cannot easily be avoided ; and on 
that account we ought to be the more on our guard, 
that we be not misled by the ambiguity. Politeness 
and good-breeding le^d men, on most occasions, to 
express their opinions with modesty, especially when 
they difler from others whom they ought to respect. 
Therefore, when we would express our opinion mo- 
destly, instead of saying, “ This is my opinion,’’ or, 

this is my judgment,” which has the air of dogma- 
ticalne^s, we say, “ I conceive it to be thus, 1 imagine 

or apprehend it to be thus which is understood as 
a modest declaration of our judgment. In lik^t manner, 
when any thing is said wliich we take to be ifnpossible, 
we say, “ Wc cannot conceive it,’^ meaning, that wc 
cannot believe it. 

Ihus we sec, that the words conceive^ ilnagine^ ap^ 
'prclLiid, have two meanings, and are used to express 
two operations of the mind, which ought never to be 
contouruled. Sometimes they express simple appre- 
hension, which implies no judgment at all; sometimes 
they express judgment or opinion. This ambiguity 
ought to be attended to, that we may not impose upon 
ourselves or others in the use of them. The ambiguity 
is indeed remedied in a great measure by their con- 
struction. When they arc used to express simple ap- 
prehension, they are followed by a noun in the accii^ 
sufive case, which signifies the object conceived. But 
when they are used to express opinion or judgment, 
they are commonly followed by a verb in the infimUvc 
7nood, I conceive an Egyptian pyramid.” This im- 
plies no judgment. “ I conceive the Egyptian py. 
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ramids to be the most ancient monuments of human 
“ art.” This implies judgment. When the words 
arc used in the last sense, the thing conceived must 
be a proposition, because judgment cannot be express- 
ed but by a proposition. When they are used m the 
first sense, the thing conceived may be no proposition, 
but a simple term only, as a pyramid, an obelisk. Yet 
it may be observed, that even a proposition may be 
simply apprehended without forming any judgment of 
its truth or falsehood : For it is one thing to conceive 
the meaning of a proposition ^ it is another thing to 
judge it to be true or false. 

Although the distinction between simple apprehen- 
sion, and every degree of assent or judgment, be per- 
fectly evident to every man who retlects attentivel}" 
on whaK passes in his own mind ; although it is very 
necessary, in treating of the powers of the mind, to 
attend carefully to this distinction ; yet, in the afiairs 
of commo^ife, it is seldom necessary to observe it 
accuratcl5> On this account, we shall find, in all 
common languages, the words which express one of 
those operations frequently applied to the other. To 
think, to suppose, to imagine, to conceive, to appre- 
hend, are the woids we use to express simple appre- 
liension ; but they are all frequently used express 
judgment. Their ambiguity seldom occasions any in- 
convenience in the common affairs of life, for which 
language is framed. But it has perplexed philosophers, 
in treating of the operations of the mind, and will 
always perplex them, if they do not attend accurately 
to the dilfcrcnt meanings which are put upon tho 5 e 
words on different occasions. 

9 . Most of the operations of the mind, from their 
very nature, must have objects to which they are di- 
rected, and about which they are employed. He that 
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perceives, must perceiA'e something ; and that which 
he perceives, is called the object of his perception. 
To perceive, without having any object of perception,, 
is impossible. The mind that perceives, the object 
perceived, and the operation of perceiving that object, 
are distinct things, and are distinguished in the struc- 
ture of all languages. In this sentence, “ I see, or 
perceive the moon I is the person or mind ; the ac- 
tive verb .see denotes the operation of that mind ; and 
the moun denotes the object. What we have said ol 
perceiving, is equally applicable to most operations 
of the mind. Such operations are, in all languages, 
expressed by active transitive verbs : And we know, 
that, in all languages, such verbs require a thing or 
pei-son, which is the agent, and a noun following in 
an oblique case, which is the object. Wheijce it is 
evident, that all mankind, both those who fiave con- 
trived language, and those who use it with under- 
standing, have distinguished these three things as dif- 
ferent; to wit, the operations of the min'cl^which are 
expressed by active verbs, the mind itself, which is 
the nominative to those verbs, and the object, which 
IS, in tile oblique case, governed by them. 

It would have been unnecessary to explain so ob- 
vious a distinction, if some systems of philosophy had 
not confounded it. Mr Hume’s system, in particular, 
Confounds all distinction between the operations of 
the mind and their objects. When he speaks of the 
ideas of memory, the ideas of imagination, and the 
ideas of sense, it is often impossible, from the tenor of 
his discourse, to know whether, by those ideas, he 
means the operations of the mind, or the objects about 
Which they are employed. And, indeed, according to 

IS system, there is no distincliop between the one and 
the other. 
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A philosopher is, no doubt, entitled to examine even 
'.hose distinctions that are to be found in the structure 
of all languages ; and, if he is able to shew that there is 
no foundation for them in the nature of the things 
distinguished; if he can point out some prejudice 
convmon to mankind which has led them to distin- 
guish things that arc not really different ; in that case, 
‘such a distinction may be imputed to a \u!gar error, 
which ought to be corrected in philosophy. But 
uhen, in the first setting out, he takes it for granted, 
\Vithout proof, that distinctions found in the structure 
of all languages, have no foundation in nature ; this 
surely is too' fastidious a way of treating the common 
sense of mankind. When we come to be instructed 
by philosophers, we must bring the old light of com- 
mon sen?£ along with us, and by it judge of the new 
light whieh the philosopher communicates to us. But 
when we are required to put out the old light altoge- 
ther, that wytvmay follow the new, we have reason to 
be on ouf .guard. There may be distinctions that 
have a real foundation, and which may be necessary 
in philosophy, which are not made in common lan- 
guage, because not necessary in the common business 
of life. But, I believe, no instance will be found of 
a distinction made in all languages, which has not a 
just foundation in nature. 

lo. The word idea occurs so frequently in modern 
philosophical writings upon the mind, and is so am- 
biguous in its meaning, that it is necessary to make 
some observations upon it. There are chiefly two 
‘meanings of this word in modern authors, a popular 
and a philosophical. 

First, In popular language, idea signifies the same 
thing as conception, apprehension, notion. To have 

an idea of any thing, is to conceive it. To have a 

TiU.-.rr ;- ;> J-uV '.'•hna Ti l;'j Library 
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distinct idea, is to conceive it distinctly. To have no 
idea of it, is not to conceive it all. It was before ob, 
served, that conceiving or apprehending has always 
been considered by all men as an act or operation of 
the mind, and on that account has been expressed in 
all languages by an active verb. When, therefore., we 
use the phrase of having ideas, in the popular sense, 
we ou.ght to attend to this, that it signifies precisely 
the same thing which we commonly express by the 
active veibs conceiving or apprehending. 

When the word idea is taken in this popular sense, 
no man can possibly doubt wliether he has ideas. 
Tor he that doubts, must think, and to think, is to have 
ideas. 

Sometimes, in popular language, a man’s ideas sig- 
nify his opinions. The ideas of Arisioile, or of Epi- 
curus, signify the opinions of these philosophers. 
What was formerly said of the words imagine) conceive 
iipiii eltciid, that they are sometimes us^ to express 
judgment, is no less true of the w'ord ideay^ This sig- 
nification of the word seems, indeed, more common in 
the Trench language than in English, But it is found 
in this sense in good English authors, and even in Mr 
Locke. Thus we see, that having ideas, taken in the 
popular sense, has precisely the same meaning with 
conceiving, imagining, apprehending, and has likewise 
the same ambiguity. It may, therefore, be doubted, 
whether the introduction of this word into , popular dis- 
couise, to signify the operation, of conceiving or ap- 
prehending, was at all necessary, lor, first, We have 
as-has been shown, several words which are either ori- 
.ginally English, or have been long naturalized, that 
express the same thing ; why therefore should we a- 
dopt a Gieek w'ord in place of -these, any more than a 
Trench or a German word ? Besides, the words of o'ur 
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own language are less ambiguous. For the word idea 
has, for many ages, been used by Philosophers as ai 
.term of ait ; and in the different systems of Philoso- 
phers means very different things. 

Secondhj^ According to the philosophical meaning 
of the word idea, it does not signify that act of the 
mind which we call thought or conception, but some 
‘object of thought. Ideas, according to Mr Locke, 
(whose very frequent use of this word has probably 
been the occasion of its being adopted into common 
language,) “ are nothing but the immediate objects of 
“ the mind in thinking.” But of those objects of 
thought called Ideas different sects of Philosophers 
have given a very different account. Bruckerus, a 
learned German, v/rote a whole book giving the history 
of ideas.^'l 

The mist ancient system we have concerning idcas^ 
is that which is explained in several dialogues of Plato, 
and which jr/^ny ancient, as well as modem writers, 
have ascribed to Plato as the inventor. But it is cer- 
tain that Plato had his doctrine upon this subject, as 
well as the name idea^ from the school of Pythagoras. 
We have still extant a tract of Tim^eus the LoCrian, a 
Pythagorean Philosopher, concerning the soul of the 
world, in which we find the substance of Plato’s doc- 
trine concerning ideas. They w^ere held to be eter- 
nal, uncreated, and immutable forms or models, ac- 
cording to which the Deity, of an eternal matter, made 
every species of things that exists. Those Philoso- 
phers held, that there are three first principles of all 
things. First, An eternal matter, of which all thing; 
were made : Secondly, Eternal and. immaterial form; 
or ideas, according to which they were made : And 
thirdly. An efficient cause, the Deity, who made them 
The mind of man, in order to its being fitted for th< 
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contemplation of these eternal ideas, must undergo a 
certain purification, and be weaned from sensible 
things. The eternal ideas are the only object of science ^ 
but the objects of sense being in a perpetual flux, 
there can be no real knowledge with regard to them. 

The Philosophers of the Alexandrian school, com- 
monly called the latter Platunkts, made some change 
upon the system of the ancient Platonists with respect 
to the eternal ideas. They held them not to be a 
principle distinct from the Deity, but to be the con- 
ceptions of things in the divine understanding, the na- 
t ures and essences of all things being perfectly known 
to him from eternity. 

It ought to be observed, that the Pythagoreans, and 
the Platonists whether elder or latter, made the eter- 
nal ideas to be objects of science only, and o^ abstract 
contemplation, not the objects of sense. And in this 
the ancient system of eternal ideas differs from the 
modern one of Father Malebranche.'^ He held in 
common with other modern Philosophers, , that no ex- 
ternal thing is perceived by us immediately, but only 
by ideas ; But he thought, that the ideas, by which we 
perceive an external world, are the ideas of the Deity 
himself, in whose mind the ideas of all things, past, 
present, and future,, must have been from eternity ; 
for the Deity being intimately present to our minds at 
all times, may discover to us as much of his ideas as 
he sees proper, accord^ing to certain established laws 
ot nature : And in his ideas, as in a mirror, we per- 
ceive whatever w.e do perceive of the external world. 

Thus we have three systems, which maintain, that 
the ideas, which are the immediate objects *of human ' 
knowledge, are eternal and immutable, and existed 
before the things which they represent. There are 
other systems, according to which, the ideas, which' are 
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the immediate objects of all our thoughts, are posterior 
to the things which they represent, and derived from 
them. We shall give some account of these ; but 
as they have gradually sprung out of the ancient Peri- 
patetic system, it is necessary to begin with some ac- 
count of it. 

Aristotle taught, -that all the objects of our thought 
enter at first by the senses- ; and, since the sense can- 
not receive external material objects themselves, it re- 
ceives their species ; that is, their images or forms, 
without the, matter ; as wax receives the form of the 
seal, withoiK any of the matter of it. These images or 
forms, impressed upon the senses, are called semible 
species, and are the objects only of the sensitive part of 
the mind: But, by various internal powers, they are 
retained, refined, and spiritualized, so as to become ob- 
jects of memory and imagination, and, at last, of pure 
intellection. yV^hen they are objects of memory and 
of imaginatierf, tfiey get the name of phantasms. When^ 
by farther refinement, and being stripped of their par- 
ticularities, they become objects of science; they are 
called inlelli(fibie species: So that every immediate 
object, whether of sense, of memory, of imagination, 
or of reasoning, must be some phantasm or species in 
the mind itself. 

The followers of Aristotle, especially the school- 
men, made great additions to this theory, which the 
Author himself mentions very briefly, and with an ap- 
pearance of reserve. They entered into large disqui- 
sitions with regard to the sensible species, what kind 
of. things they are ; how they are' sent forth by the ob- 
ject, and enter by the organs of the, senses ; how they 
are preserved and refined by various agents, called in- 
ternal senses ; concerning the number and offices of 
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which they had many controversies. But we shall not 
enter into a detail of these matters. 

The reason of giving this brief account of the theory 
of the Peripatetics, with regard to the immediate ob- 
jects of our thoughts, is, because the doctrine of mo- 
dern philosophers concerning ideas is built upon it. 
Mr Locke, who uses this word so very frequently, tells 
us, that he means the same thing by it, as is common- 
ly meant by species or phantasm. Gassendi, from 
whom Locke borrowed more than from any other au 
thor, says the same. The words species and phantasm., 
are terms of art in the Peripatetic systdta, and the 
meaning of them is to be learned from it. 

The theory of Democritus and Epicurus, on this 
subject, was not very unlike to that of the Peripatetics. 
They held, that all bodies continually send forth slen- 
der films or spectres from their surface, o| such ex- 
treme subtilty, that they easily penetrate our gross bo- 
dies, or enter by the organs of sense, ahd stamp their 
image upon the mind. The sensible species of A- 
RiSTOTLE was mere forms without matter. The spec- 
tres of Epicurus were corriposed of a very subtile 
matter. 

Modem Philosophers, as well as the Peripatetics and 
Epicureans of old, have conceived, that external ob- 
jects cannot be the immediate objects of our thought 
that there must be seme image of them in the mind 
itself, in which, as in a mirror, they are seen. And 
the name idea, in the philosophical sense of it, is given 
to those internal and immediate objects of our thoughts.” 
The external thing js the remote or mediate object ; 
but the idea, or image of that object in the mind, is 
the immediate object, without which we could have no 

perception, no remembrance, no conception of the me- 
pate object. 
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When, therefore, in common language, we speak 
_of having an idea of any thing, we mean no more by 
ihat expression but thinking of it. The vulgar allow, 
that this expression implies a mmd that thinks ; an 
act ol that mind which we call thinking, and an ob- 
ject*about which we think. But, besides these three, 
the philosopher conceives that there is a fourth, to 
'wit, the idea, which is the immediate object. The 
idea is in the mind itself, and can have no existence 
but in a mind that thinks ; but the remote, or mediate 
object may.be somaihing external, as the sun or moon ; 
jt may be lomething past or future ; it may be some- 
thing which never existed. This is the philosophical 
meaning of the word idea ; and we may observe, that 
this meaning of that word is built upon a philosophi- 
cal opinion ; For if philosophers had not believed that 
there areisucli immediate objects of all our thoughts in 
the mind, they would never have used the word idea 
to express the^i. 

I shall only add on this article, that, although I may 
have occasion to use the word idea in this philosophi- 
cal sense in explaining the opinions of others, I shall 
have no occasion to use it in expressing my own, be- 
cause I believe ideas, taken in this sense, to be a 
mere fiction of philosophers. And, in the popular 
meaning of the word, there is the less occasion to use 
it, because the English words, thought, notion, appre- 
hension, answer the purpose as well as the Greek word 
• idea ; with this advantage, that they are less ambigu- 
ous. There is indeed a meaning of the word idea, 
which I think most agreeable to its use in ancient 
philosophy, and which I would willingly adopt, if use, 
the arbiter of language, did permit. But this will 
cojne to be explained afterwards. 

II. The w'ord impression is used by Mr Hume, in 
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speaking of the operations ot the mind, almost as of- 
ten as the word idea is by Mr Locke. What the latter 
calls ideas, the former divides into two classes ; one of 
which he calls impressions, the other ideas. I shall 
make some observations upon Mr Hume's explication 
of that word, and then consider the proper meaning of 
it in the English language. 

We may divide, (says Mr Hume, Essays, vol 2. 
*‘'page 18.) all the perceptions of the human mind 
“ into two classes or species, which are distinguished 
“ by their different degrees of force and vivacity. 
“ The loss lively and forcible, are commoiffy denomi- 
‘‘ nated thoughts or ideas. The other species want a 
“ name in our language, and in most others ; let 113 
therefore use a little freedom, and call them im- 
pressions. By the term impressions^ then. I mean 
“ all our more lively perceptions, when we hear, or 
“ see, or feel, or love, or hate, or desire, or will. 

Ideas are the less lively perceptions, of which we 
“ are conscious, when we reflect on any of those sen- 
satinns or movements above mentioned.” 

^ This is the explication Mr 'Hum? hat-h-given in his 
Tssays ol the term impressions, wheh applied to the 
mind ; and his explication of it in his Treatise of 
Human Nature, is to the same purpose. 

Disputes about words belong rather to grammarians 
than to philosophers ; but philosophers ought not to 
escape censure when they corrupt a language, by us- 
ing woids in a way which the purity of the language 
will not admit. I find fault with Mr Hume’s phrase- 
ology in the words I have quoted, 

Fiisi, Because he gives the name of perceptions to 
every operation of the mind. Love is a perception, 
latied a perception. Desire is a perception, will is a 
^’ciception ; and, by the same rule, a doubt, a question. 
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command, is a perception. This is an intolerable 
^buse of language, which no philosopher has authority 
to introduce. 

Second/i/^ When Mr Hume says, that zve maij divide 
all the perceptions of the human mind into two clashes or 
6pecies^ udiich are distinguished by their degrees of force 
and vivacity^ the manner of expression is loose and un- 
•philosophical. To difler in species is one thing ; to 
differ in degree is another. Things which differ in 
degree only must be of the same species. It is a 
' maxim of common sense, admitted by all men, that 
greater anfl less do not make a change of species. 
The same man may differ in the degree of his force 
and vivacity in the morning and at night ; in health 
and in sickness : But this is so far from making him 
a different species, that it does not so much as make 
him a different individual. To say, therefore, that 
two differfent classes, or species of perceptions, are dis- 
tinguished by Ahe degrees of their force and vivacity, 
is to confound a difference of degree with a difference 
of species^ which every man of understanding knows 
how to distinguish. - 

Thirdhp We may observe, thaj; this Author, having • 
given the general name of perception to all the opera- 
tions of the mind, and distinguished them into two 
classes or species, which differ only in degree of force 
;ind vivacity, tells us, that he gives the name of im- 
pressions to all our more lively perceptions ; to wil, 
when we hear, or see, or feel, or love, or hate, or de- 
sire, or will. There is great coiifusipn in this account 
of the meaning of the word impression. When 1 see, 
this is an impression. But why' has not the Authoi: 
told us, whether he gives the nanTe of impression to 
the object seen, or to that act of my mind by which I 
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see it? When I sec the full moon, the full moon is 
one thing, my perceiving it is another thing. Which 
Of these two things does he call an impression.? 
are left to guess this ; nor docs all that this ^^thor 
writes about impressions clear this point. Every 
thing he says tends to darken it, and to lead ,Us to 
think, that the full moon which I see, and my seeing 
it are not two things, but one and the same thing. 

The same observation may be applied to every o- 
ther instance the Author gives to illustrate the mean- 
ing of the word impression. “ When we hear, when 
“ we feci, when we love, when we hate, when we de- 
“ sire, when we will.** In all these acts ol the mind 
there must be an object^ which is heard, or felt, or 
loved, or hated, or desired, or willed. Thus, for in- 
stance, I love my country. This^, says Mr Humk, is 
an impression. But what is the impression ? Is it my 
country, or is it the affection I bear to it ? I ask the 
philosopher this question ; but I find no answer to it. 
And when 1 read all that he has zvrUlen on this sub- 


ject, I find this word impression sometimes used to 
signify an operation of the nvind, sometimes the object 
of the operation ; but, for the most part, it is a vague 
and indetermined word that signifies both. 

I know not whether it may be considered as an a- 
pology for such abuse of words, in an author who un- 
derstood the language so well, and used it with so 
great propriety in writing on other subjects, that Mr 
Hume’s system, with regard to the mind, required a. 
language of a different structure from the common ; 
or, if expressed in pl^ English, would have been too 
shocking to the common sense of mankind. To give 
an instance or two of this. If a man receives a present 
on which he puts a high value; if he see and handle 
it, and put it in his pocket, this, says Mr Hume, is an - 
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e )^ession. If the nian only dream that he received 
1 a present, this is an idea. Wherein lies the dif- 
nere between this impression and this idea ; be- 
tween the dream and the reality ? They are different 
classes or species, says Mr Hume : so far all men will 
agree with him. But he adds, that they are distin-^ 
guished only by different degrees of force and vivacity. 
'Here he insinuates a tfenet of his own; in contradiction 
to the common sense of mankind. Common sense 
convinces every man, that a lively dream is no nearer 
to a reality than a faint one ; and that if a man should 
dream that he had all the wealth of Croesus, it would 
not put one farthing in bis pocket. It is impossible 
to fabricate arguments against such undeniable prin- 
ciples, without confounding the meaning of words. 

In litc mariner, if a man would persuade me, that 
the moon which I see, and my seeing it; are n^ft two 
things, but one^and the same thing, he will answer his 
purpose less by arguing this point in plain English, 
than by confounding the two under one name, such 
as that of an impression : For such is the power of 
words, that if w6 can be broright to the habit of call- 
ing two things that are connected hy the same name^ 
we are the mote easily led to believe them to be one 
and the same thing. 

Let us next consider the proper meaning of the 
Word impression in English, that we may see how far 
it is fit to express either the operations of the mind, or 
their objects. 

When a figure is stamped upon a body by pressure; 
that figure is callW an impressionisms the impression of' 
a seal on wax, of printing-types, oi^fa copperplate, on 
paper. This seems now to be the literal sense of the 
''Vord ; the effect borrowirig its name from the cause. 
But by metaphor or analogy, like most other words, 
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i« meaning Bexlended, so as to signify any chan^ 

produced in a body by the operation of some extemdl 
cause. A blow of the hand makes no impression- ’.ft 
a stone-wall ; but a battery of cannon may. The moon 
raises a tide in the ocean, but makes no impression on 


rivers and lakes. _ 

When we speak of making an impression on the 

mind, the word is carried still farther from its literal 
meaning ; use, however, which is the arbiter of lan- 
guage, authorises this application of it. As when we 
say, that admonition and reproof make little impression 
on those who are confirmed in bad habits. 1 he same 


discourse delivered in one way, makes a strong im- 
pression on the hearers ; delivered in another way, it 
makes no impression at all. 

It may be observed, that in such examples, an im- 
pressfon made on the mind always impbes some change 
of purpose or will ; some new habit prpducd'd, or some 
former habit weakened ; some passion raised or allayed. 
When such changes are produced by persuasion, ex- 
ample, cr any external cause, we say that such causes 
make an impression upon the mind. But when things 
are seen, or heard, or apprehended, without producing 
any passion or emotion, we say that they make no 


impression. 

In the most extensive sense, an impression is a 
change produced in some passive subject by the opera- 
tion of an external cause. If we suppose an active 
being to produce any change in itself by its own 
active power, this is never called an impression. It is 
the act or operatioa^tif the being itself, not an impres- 
sion upon it. FroAi this it appears, that to give the 
name of an impression to any effect produced in the 
mind, is to suppose that the 'mind does not act all 
in the production of that effect. If seeing, hearing, 
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dcsiringf willing, be operations of the mind, they can^ 
dot be impressions. If they be impressions, they can- 
operations of the mind. In the structure of 
all languages they are considered as acts or operations 
of the mind itself, and the names given them imply 
this.^ To call them impressions, therefore, is to tres- 
pass against the structure, not of a particular language 
•only, but of all languages. 

If the word impression be an improper word to sig- 
nify the operations of the mind, it is at least as im- 
proper to signify their objects ; for would any man 
be thought to speak with propriety, who should say 
that the sun- is an impression, that the earth and the 
sea are impressions ? 

It is commonly believed, and taken for granted, 
that every language, if it be sufficiently copious in 
words, is’ equally fit to express all opinions, whether 
they be true or -false, I apprehend, however, that 
there is an exception to this general rule, which de- 
serves our* notice. There are certain common opi- 
nions of mankind, upon which the structure and gram- 
mar of all languages are founded. While these opi- 
nions are corqmon to all men, there will be a great 
similanty in all languages that are to be found on the 
face of the earth. Such a similarity there really is ; 
for wc find in all languages the same parts of speech, 
the distinction of nouns and verbs, the distinction of 
nouns into adjective and substantive, of verbs into 
active and passive. In verbs we find like tensfs, 
moods, persons, and numbers. There are general 
•rules of grammar, the same in. all languages. This 
. similarity of structure in all langi^ges shews an uni- 
formity among men in those opinions upon which the 
•itructilre of language is* founded. 

If, for instance, we should suppose that there was a 
2 
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nation who believed that the things which we CaV 
attributes might exist without a subject, there wouUl 
be in their language no distinction between adje<;t'.\;fes 
and substantives, nor would it be a rule with them that 
an adjective has no meaning, unless when joined to a 
substantive. If there was any nation who did not 
distinguish between acting and being acted upon, 
there would in their language be no distinction be- 
tween active and passive verbs, nor would it be a rule 
that the active verb must have an agent in the nomi- 
native case ; but that, in the passive verb, the agent 
must be in an oblique case. 

The structure of all languages is grounded upon 
common notions, which Mr Hume’s philosophy op- 
poses, and endeavours to overturn. This no doubt led 
him to warp the common language into a conformity 
with his principles ; but we ought not to imitate him 
in this, until we are satisfied that his principles are 
built on a solid foundation. 

12. Sensation is a name given by philosophers to an 
act of mind, which may be distinguished from all 
others by this, that it hath ilo object distinct from the 
act itseli. Pain of every kind is an uneasy sensation. 
When I am pained, I cannot say, that the pain I feel 
is one thing, and that my feeling it is another thing. 
1 hey are one and the same thing, and cannot be dis- 
joined, even m imagination. Pain, when it is not 
felt, las no existence. It can be neither greater nor 
lass m degree or duration, nor any thing else in kind 
than It IS felt tg be. It cannot exjst by itself, nor in 
any subject, but in a sentient being. No quality of 

an inanimate insentient being can have the least re- 
semblance to it. 


What we have saW of paiaonay be applied to every 
other seasauou, Some of them are agreeable, olhere 
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jAueasy, in various degrees. These being objects of 
(lesire or aversion, have some attention given to them ; 
LiUJnany are indifferent, and so little attended to, that 
they have no name in any language. 

Most operations of the mind, that have names in 
compion language, are complex in their nature, and 
made up of various ingredients, or more simple acts ; 
•which, though conjoined in our constitution, must be 
disjoined by abstraction, in order to our having a dis- 
tinct and scientific notion of the complex operation. 
In such operations, sensation for the most part makes 
an ingredient. Those who do not attend to the com- 
plex nature of such operations, are apt to resolve them 
into some one of the simple acts of which they are 
compounded, overlooking the others : And from this 
cause many disputes have been raised, and many 
errors hate been occasioned with regard to the nature 
of such operations. 

The perception of external objects is accompanied 
with some sensation corresponding to the object per- 
ceived, and such sensations have, in many cases, in all 
languages, the same name with the external object 
wdiich they always accompany. The difficulty of dis- 
joining by abstraction, things thus constantly conjoin- 
ed in the course of nature, and things, which have one 
and the sgme name in all languages, has likewise becTi 
frequently an occasion of errors in the philosophy of 
the mind. < To -avoid such errors, nothing is of more 
importance than to have a distinct notion of that simple 
act of the mind which we call sensation, and which 
■ w^e have' endeavoured to describe. By this means we 
shall find it more easy to distinguish it from every ex- 
ternal la^ect that it accompanies, and from every othe; 
act pi the mind tliat may be conjoined with it. For 
this purpose it is likewise of importance, that thenanv 
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of sensalion should, in philosophical writings, 

propnalcd to signify this simple act of the mind, witf^-^ 
out including any thing more in its significatipn^pr 
being applied to other purposes. 

I shall add an observation concerning the word 
feeling. This word has two meanings. First, It sig- 
nifies the perceptions we have of external objects, by 
the sense of touch. When we speak of feeling a body 
to be hard or soft, rough or smooth, hot or cold, to 
feel these things, is to perceive them by touch. They 
are external things, and that act of the mind by which 
we feel them, is easily distinguished from the objects 
felt : Secondhj, The word fueling is used to signify the 
same thing as sensation, which we have just now ex- 
plained ; and, in this sense, it has no object ; the 
feeling and the thing felt arc one and the same. 

Perhaps betwixt feeling, taken in this last sense, and 
sensation, there may be this small differencei, that sen- 
sation is most commonly used to signify those feelings 
which we have by our external senses and bodily ap- 
petites, and all our bodily pains and pleasures. But 
there are feelings of a nobler nature accompanying our 
affections, our moral judgments, and our determina- 
tions in matters of taste, to which the word sensation 
is less properly applied. 

I have premised these observations on the meaning 
of certain words that frequently occur in treating of 
this subject, for two reasons, That I may be the 
better understood when I use them ; and, secondly ^ 
That those who would make any progress in this 
branch of science, may accustom themselves to attend 
very carefully to the meaning of words that are used 
in it. They may be assured of this, that the ambi- 
guity of words, and the vagu^ and improper applica- 
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/ 1&/7 of them, have thrown more darkness upon this 
subject, than the subtilty and intricacy of things. 

. TA.iJien we use common words, we ought to use them 
-in the sense in which they are most commonly used 
by the best and purest writers in the language ; and, 
when we have occasion to enlarge or restrict the 
meaning of a common word, or to give it more preci- 
sion than it has in common language, the reader ought 
to have warning of this, otherwise we shall impose 
upon ourselves and upon him. 

A very respectable writer has given us a good ex- 
ample of this kind, by explaining, in an Appendix to 
his Elements hf Criticism, the terms he has occasion to 
use. In that Appendix, most of the words are ex- 
plained on which I have been making observations. 
And the explication I have given, I think, agrees, for 
the most part, with his. 

Other words that need explication shall be explain- 
ed as they occur. 


CHAP. II. 

Principles taken for granted. 

there are words common to philosophers and to 
the vulgar, which need no explication ; so there 
are principles common to both, which need no proof, 
and which do not admit of direct proof. 

One who ajjplies to any branch of science must be 
come to years of understanding, and consequently 
must have exercised his reason, and the other powers 
of his mind, in various ways. He must have formed 
"various ^jnions and principles, by which he conducts 
himselfidn the affairs of life. Of those principles, some 
wfe common to all men,* being evident in themselves, 
and so necessary in the conduct of life, that a man 
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cannot live and act according to the rules o( coramds"; 
prudence without them. 

All men that have common understanding agTt« in 
such principles, and consider a man as lunatic, or des-- 
litute of common sense, who denies, or calls them in 
question. Thus, if any man were found of so strange 
a turn as not to believe his bwn eyCs ; to put no trust 
in his senses, nor have the least regard t6 their testi- 
mony ; would any man think it worth while to reason 
gravely with such a person, and, by argument, to 
convince him of his error ? Surely no wise man would. 
For before men can reason together, they must agree 
in first principles ; and it is impossible to reason with 
a man who has no principles in common with you. 

There are, therefore, common principles, which are 
the foundation of all reasoning, and of alF science. 
Such common principles seldom admit of difeCt proof, 
nor do they need it. Men need not to he taught them ; 
for they are such as all men of common understanding 
know ; or such, at least, as they give a ready assent to, 
as soon as they are proposed and understood. 

Such principles, when we have occasion to use them 
in science, are called axioms.. And, although it be not 
absolutely necessary, yet it may be of great use, to 
point out the principles or axioms on which a science ■ 
is grounded. 

Thus, mathematicians, before they prove any of the 
propositions of mathematics, lay down certain axioms, 
or coinmon principles, upon which they build their 
reasonings. And although those axioms be truths 
which every man knew before; such as. That the 
whole IS greater- than a part, That equal quantities 
added to equal quantities, make equal sums ; y\t, when 
we see nothing assumed in the proof of matheifiaticd- 
propositions, but such self-evident axioms, the propo- 
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siiHons appear more certain, and leave no room for 
doubt or dispute. 

In ^11 other sciences, as well as in mathematics, it 
will be found, that there are a few common principles, 
upon which all the reasonings in that science are 
grounded, and into which they may be resolved. If 
these were pointed out and considered, we should be 
better able to judge what stress may be laid upon the 
conclusions in that science. If the principles be cer- 
tain, the conclusions justlv drawn from them must be 
certain. If the principles be only probable, the con- 
clusions can only be probable. If the principles be 
false, dubious, or obscure, the superstructure that is 
built upon them must partake of the weakness of the 
foundation. 

Sir Isaac Newton, the greatest of natural philoso- 
phers, has* given an example well worthy of imitation, 
by laying down the common principles or axioms, on 
which the reasonings in natural philosophy are built. 
Before this. was done, the reasonings of philosophers, 
in that science, were as vague and uncertain as they 
are in most others. Nothing was fixed ; all was dis- 
pute and controversy : But, by this happy expedient, 
a solid foundation is laid in that science, and a noble 
superstructure is raised upon it, about which there is 
now no more dispute or controversy among men of 
knowledge, than there is about the conclusions cf 
mathematics. 

It may, however, be observed, that the first princi- 
ples of natural philosophy are of a cjuite diffeient 
nature from mathematical axioms : They have not the 
.same kind of evidence, nor are they necessary truths, 
as mathematical axioms are : They arc such as these : 

similar eflects prooeed from the same or similai 
causes : That we ought to admit of no other causes ot 
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natural effects, but such as are true, and sufficient to 
account for the effects. These are principles, which, 
though they have not the same kind ot evidence^hat 
mathematical axioms have, yet have such evidence.^ 
that every man ot common understanding readily 
assents to them, and finds it absolutely necessary to 
conduct his actions and opinions by them, in the or- 
dinary affairs of life. 

Though it has not been usual, yet, I conceive it 
may be useful, to point out some of those things which 
I shall take for granted, as first principles in treating 
of the mind and its faculties. There the more oc- 
casion for tins ; because very ingenious men, such as 
Dfs Carils, Malpbranciie, Arnauld, Lo( KE, and 
many olhcis, have lost much labour, by not distin- 
guishing things which require proof, from things 
which, though they may admit of illustration, yet 
being self-evident, do not admit of proof. When 
men altempt to deduce such self-evident principle.^ 
from others more evident, they always fall* into incon- 
clusive reasoning : And the consequence of this has 
been, that others, such as Berkeley and Hume, find- 
ing the arguments brought to prove such first princi- 
ples to be weak and inconclusive, have been tempted 
first to doubt of them, and afterwards to deny them. 

It is so nk^ol^e to reason with those who deny first 
principles, that wise men commonly decline it. Yet 
it IS not impossible, that what is only a vulgar preju- 
dice may be mistaken for a first principle. Nor is it 
impossible, that what is really a first principle may, by 
the enchantment of woids, have such a mist thrown 
about it, as to hide its evidence, and to make a man oi 
candour doubt of it. Such cases liappeTNinore tie 
quenlly peiiiayis in this science than in any otli^r 
they are not altogether v/ithoiit remedy. There an 
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^ nys by which the evidence of first principles may be 
made more apparent when they are brought into dis- 
pute > but they require to be handled in a way pecu- 
l^r to themselves. Their evidence is not demonstra- 
tive, but intuitive. They require not proof, but to be 
placed in a proper point of view. This will be shown 
more tu’lly in its proper place, and applied to those 
Very principles which we now assume. In tlie mean 
time, when they are proposed as first principles, the 
reader is put on his guard, and warned to consider 
whether they have a just claim to that character. 

I. 77/^7, then, I shall take it for granted, that I 
that I tliat I reason, and, in general, that I 

really perform all those opci'ations of mind ot wdiich I 
am conscious. 

The operations of our minds are attended with con- 
scioiisnpis ;\n(\ this consciousness is the evidence, the 
only evidence which we have or can have of their 
existence. If a man should take it into his head to 
think or tcf say that his consciousness may deceive 
him, and to require proof that it cannot, I know ot no 
proof that can be given him ; he must be left to him- 
self as a man that denies first principles, without which 
theie can be no reasoning. Every man finds himselt 
•under a necessity of believing what consciousness tes- 
tifies, and every thing that hath this testimony is to be 
taken as a first principle. 

2,. As by consciousness we know certainly the exis- 
tence of our present thoughts and passions ; so we 
know the past by remembrance. And when they are 
recent, and the remembrance of them fresh, the know^- 
kdge of them, from such distinct remembrance, is, 
m its certainty and evidence, next to that ot conscious- 
ness. 

3. But it is to be observed, that we are conscious of 
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many things to which we give little or no attention. 
We can hardly attend to several things at' the same 
time ; and our attention is commonly employed about 
that which is the object of our thought, and rarely 
bout the thought itself. Thus, when a man is angry^ 
his attention is turned to the injury done him, or the 
injurious person ; and he gives very little attention to 
the passion of anger, cilthough he is conscious of it. It 
is in our power, however, when we come to the years 
of understanding, to give attention to our own thoughts 
ami passions, and the various operations of our minds. 
And wlien we make these the objects of our attention, 
either while they arc present, or when they aie recent 
and fresh incur memory, this act of the mind is called 

We take it for g^'anted, tliercfore, that, by attentive 
retlcction, a man may have a clear and certain know-* 
ledge of the opeialions of his own mind ; acknowledge 
no less clear and ccitain, than tlrat which he has of an 
(‘xtcinal object when U is set before his eyes. 

This /vj/A '7/by/ IS a kind of intuUion ; it gives a like 
conviction with regard to internal objects, or things in 
l!ie min'l, as the faculty of seemg gives with regard to 
objects ot s\ght. A man must, therefore be convin- 
ced beyond possibility of doubt, of every thing with 
regard to the operations of his own mind, which he 
clearly and distinctly discerns by attentive rellectioti. 

4 . I lake it for granted, that all the thoughts I am 
conscious of, or lamember, are the thoughts of one and 
the same thinkirg \ riuciple, v\hichl call mij^elfox my 
vn)}(L Every man* has an immediate and irresistible 
conviction, not only of his present existence but of his 
continued cxi^tence and identity, as far back as \\e can 
remember. If any man should think fit to demand a 
proof that the tliought nc is succeD^ively conscious of 
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belong lo one and the same thinking principle ; if he 
should demand a proof that he is the same person lo- 
day as he was yesteiViy, or a yeai ago, 1 know no 
jproof that can be given him : He must be left to 
himself, citlier as a man that is lurialic, or as one 
who denies first principles, and is iioL lo be reasoned 
with. 

Every man of a sound mind finds himself under ;* 
necessity of believing his own identity, and conimucd 
existence. The conviction of this is immediate id 
irresistible ; and if he should lose this conviction, it 
would be a certain proof of insanity, which is not tj ne 
remedied by reasoning. 

5 . I take it for granted, that there are some thlng^^ 
winch cannot exist by themselves, but must be in 
something else to which they belong, as qualities, or 
attributes, 

/ » 

'Thus,, motion^ cannot exist but in something that is 
moved. And ^to suppose that tlure can be motion 
while every thing is at rest, is a gross and palpiibic ab- 
surdity. In like manner, hardness and softness, sweet- 
ness and bitterness, are ‘things which cannot exist by 
themselves ; they are qualities of something which is 
liard or soft, sweet or bitter: That thing, whatev’er il 
be, of which they are qualities, is called their .w^/yerv, 
and sucli qualities necessarily suppose a subject. 

Things which may exist by themselves, and do no* 
necessarily suppose the existence of any thing else, are 
called , and with relation to the qualities 01 

attributes that belong to them, they are called the sab- 
jeits of such qualities or attributes. 

All the things which we immed atcly perceive by 
our senses, and all the things wc are c jiiscious of. an 
things wdnch must be in somed in ; else as their sab 
ject. Thus by my senses, 1 perceive figure, colour 
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hardness, softness, motion, resistance, and such like 
things. But these are qualities, and must necessarily 
be in something that is figured, coloured, hard or soft, 
that moves, or resists. It is not to these qualities, but. 
to that which is the suLjcct of them, that \Ve give the 
name of If any man should tliink ft to deny 

that tlicse thing; aic qualities, or that they require 
any subject, I leave him to enjoy his opinion as a man 
wlio denies first principles, and is not lit to be reason- 
ed willi. If he has common understanding, he will 
find that he cannot converse half an hourwitliout say^ 
ing things v\hicli imply the contrary of what he pro^^ 
fcbscs to believe. 

In like manner, the things I am conscious of, such 
lu thought, reasoning, desire, necessarily suppose some- 
thing that tliinks, that reasons, that desires. V/e do 
not give the name of ;;//W to thoug^it, reason, or de- 
sire ; hut to that being which thmk^, ^w Inch reasons, 
and which desiies. 

That* every act or operation, therefore, supposes an 
agent, that every quality supposes a subject, are 
tilings which I do not attempt' to^pioye, but take for 
;;i anted. Every man of common understanding dis- 
cerns this immediately, and caniioi entertain the least 
doubt ot it. In all languages, we find certain w^ords 
wduch, by giamnnuians, are ^called adjectives. Such 
w'ords denote altuhnitcs, and every adjective, must 
ha\e a substanli\c to which it belongs ; that is, every 
attiibure must have a subject. In all languages, we 
find acti'se verbs, which denote some action or opera- 
tion ; and it is a fundamental rule m the grammar of 
all languages, that such a verb suppo-'es a person ; 
that is, m other words, that every action must have an 
agent. We take it, therefore, a first piinciple, that 
goodness, wdsdoin, and virtue, can only be in some be 
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iDg that is gooJ, Wise, and virtuous ; that thinking sup- 
poses a be. ng tlRU thinks; and that every operalicu 
we arc cor^cious of supposes an agent that opeiatcs, 
which we call hfiud, 

^ 6. 1 lake it for granted, that in most operations of 
the niind, there must be an oh/cct distinct from the 
operation itself. I cannot see, without seeing somc- 
•ihing. To see, uithoul having any object of sie,ht, is 
absurd. I cannot icmember, without remembering 
something, dlie thing lemcmbercd is past, while the 
remembrance of it is present ; and llierctore the opera- 
tion and the object of il must be distinct things. Tlic 
operations of our minds are denoted, in all languages, by 
active transitive verbs, which, from their conslruction 
in grammar, lequirc not only a person or agent, but 
likewise an object of the operation. Thus the verb 
knoio^ denotes an operation of mind. From the general 
structure pf langjiage, this verb requires a person ; I 
know, you kno\Y or he knows : But it requires no less 
-a noun in the dccusative case, denoting the thing 
known ; for he that knows, must know somctliing ; 
and to know, without having any object ol know- 
ledge, is an absurdity too gross to admit of icasoning. 

7. We ought likewise to take for granted, as first 
principles, things wherein vve find an unrcer^nl 
ruent^ among the learned and unlearned, in tlie difi'c- 
rent naiions and ages of the world. A consent of ages 
andnatioii'i, of tlie learned and vulgar, ought, at least, 
to have gieal authority, unless we can show^ some pre- 
judice, as universal as that consent is, which might be 
the cause of it. Truth is one,, but error is infinite. 
There are many truths so obvious to the human fa- 
culties, that it may be expected that men sliould uni- 
versally agree in tlienw And this is actually found to 
be the case with regard to many truths, against which 
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we find no dissent, unless perhaps that of a few scepti, 
cal philosophers, who may justly be suspected, in such 
cases, to differ from the rest of mankind, through pride, 
obstinacy, or some favourite passion. Where there is 
such universal consent in things not deep norintri- 
cate, but which lie, as it were, on the surface, liie e is 
the gre test presumption, that can be, llta' it is the na- 
tural result of the human facu'lies ; and it must have 
great authority with every sober mind that loves truth. 

culm jjitrs eo fere tlejcrri solet tjuo a nutnra dc~ 
daulnr. Cic. de Ofl'. i. 41. 

Perhaps it may be tliought, that it is impossible to 
collect tlic opinions of all men upon any. point what- 
soever, and, therefore, that this maxim can be of no 
use. Rut there are many cases wherein it is other- 
wise. Who can doub*, for instance, whether man- 
kind have, in all ages, believed the existence of a ma- 
terial world, and that those things w]hich they see and 
handle are real, and not mere illu5,ons and appari- 
tions ? Who can doubt, whether mankind, have uni 
vef'-ally believed, that every thing that begins to ex- 
ist, and every change that happens in nature, must 
have a cause ? Who can doubt, whether inankind 
have been universally persuaded that there is a right 
and a u rong in human conduct ? Some things which, 
in certain circumstances, they ought to do, and other 
things which they ought not to do? The univer- 
sality of these opinions, and of many such that might 
be named, is sulllciently evident, from the whole tenor 
of mens conduct, as tar as our acquaintance reaches, 
and from the records, of history, in all ages and na- 
tions, that are liansmitted to us. 

There aie other opinions that appear to ‘be univer- 
il, from what is common in .the structure of all Ian- 
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guages, ancient and modern, polished and barbarous. 
Language is the express image and piqture of human 
thoughts ; and from the picture, we may draw very 
.pertain conclusions with regard to the original. W6 
in all languages, the same parts of speech, nouns 
substtintive and adjective, verbs active and passive, 
varied according to the tenses of past, present, and fu- 
ture ; we find adverbs, prepositions, and conjunctions. 
There are general rules of syntax, common to all 
languages. This uniformity in the structure of lan- 
guage, shows a certain degree of uniformity in those 
notions upon which the structure of language ii 
grounded. 

We find, in the structure of all languages, the dis- 
tinction of acting and being acted upon, the distinc- 


: tion of action and agent, of quality and subject, and 
many others of the dike kind ; which shews, that these 
distinctions are founded m the universal sense of man- 


kind. We. shall ^ have frequent occasion to argue 
from the se*nse of mankind expressed in the structure 
of language ; and therefore it was proper here to 
take notice of the force of argument drawn from this 
topic. 

8. I need hardly say, that I shall also take for granted 
such facts as are attested to the conviction of all sober 


and reasonable men, either by our senses, by memory, 
or by human testimony. Although some writers on 
this subject have disputed the authority of the senses, 
of memory, and of every human faculty ; yet we find, 
that such persons, in the conduct of life, "in pursuing 
Hieir ends, or in avoiding dangers,' pay the same regard 
to the authority of their senses, and other faculties, as 
the rest of mankind. By this they give us just ground 
to doubt of their candour in thj^ir professions of scep- 
ticism. 


F 
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This, indeed, has always been the fate of the few 
that have professed scepticism, that, when they have 
done what they can to discredit their senses, they find 
themselves, after all, under a necessity of trusting to 
them. Mr Hume has been so candid as to acknow- 
ledge this ; and it is no less true of those who; have 
not shewn the same candour. For I never heard that 
any sceptic run his head against a post, or stept into a 
kennel, because he did not believe his eyes. 

Upon the whole, I acknowledge, that we ought to be 
cautious, that we do not adopt opinions as first prin- 
ciples, which are not entitled to that character. But 
there is surely the least danger of men^s being imposed 
upon in this way, when such principles openly lay 
claim to the character, and are thereby fairly exposed 
to the examination of those who may dispute their au- 
thority. We do not pretend, thai those things that 
arc laid dowm as first principles may not be examined, 
and that we ought not to have our^ears open to what 
may be pleaded against their being admitted as such. 
Let us deal with them, as an upright judge does with 
a witness who has a fair character. He pays a regard 
to the testimony of such a witness, while his character 
is unimi^eached. But if it can be shewn that he su- 
borned, or that he is influenced by malice or partial fa- 
vour, his testimony loses all its credit, and is justly re- 
jected. 


CHAP. IIL 

OJ Hypotheses. 

yrVERY branch of human knowledge hath its pro- 
per principles, its proper foundation and method 
of reasoning ; and, if we endeavour to build it upon 
any other ^undatioiiy it will never stand firm and 
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Stable. Thus the historian builds upon testimony, and 
rarely indulges conjecture. The antiquarian mixes 
conjecture with testimony ; and the former often makes 
.the larger ingredient. The mathematician pays not 
tlnsjeast regard either to testimony or conjecture, but 
deduces every thing, by demonstrative reasoning, from 
his definitions and axioms. Indeed, whatever is built 
Upon conjecture, is improperly called science; for 
conjecture may beget opinion, but cannot produce 
knowledge. Natural philosophy must be built upon 
the phenomena of the material system, discovered by 
observation and experiment. 

When men first began to philosophise, that is, to 
carry their thoughts beyond the objects of sense, and 
to enquire into the causes of things, and the secret 
operations of nature, it was very natural for them to 
indulge conjecture ; nor was it to be expected, that, in 
many ages,>they should discover the proper and scien- 
tific way of .proceeding in philosophical disquisitions. 
-Accordingly we find, that the most ancient systems in 
every branch of philosophy were nothing but the con- 
jectures of men famous for their wisdom, whose fame 
gave authority to their opinions. Thus, in early ages, 
wise men conjectured, that this earth is a vast plain, 
surrounded on all hands by a boundless ocean. That 
trom this ocean, the sun, moon, and stars, eme'-ge 
at their rising, and plunge into it again at their setting. 

With regard to the mind, men in their rudest state 
are apt to conjecture’, that the principle of life in a man 
is ills breath ; because the mW obvious distinction be- 
tween a living and a dead mdnX that the one breathes, 
and the other does not. To this it is owing, that, in 
ancient languages, the word which denotes the soul, is 
that which properly signifies breath or air. 

As men advance in knowledge, their first conjee-* 
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tures appear silly and childish, and give place to 
thers, which tally better with later observations and 
discoveries. Thus, one system of philosophy succeeds, 
another, without any claim to superior merit, but this 
that it is a more ingenious system of conjectures, pM 
accounts better for common appearances. \ 

To omit many ancient systems of this kind,l^DES 
Cartes, about the middle of the last century, dissatis- 
fied with the materia pnma^ the sub.stantial forms ^ and 
the occult quaiUics of tlie Peripatetics, conjectured 
boldly, that the heavenly bodies of our system are 
carried round by a vortex or whirlpool of subtile mat- 
ter, just as straws and chaff are carried round in a tub 
of water. He conjectured, that the soul is seated in a 
small gland in the brain, called the pineal gland : 
That there, as in her chamber of presence, she re- 
ceives intelligence of every thing that affects the sen- 
ses, by means of a subtile fluid contained in .the nerves, 
called the animal spirits ; and that she dispatches these 
animal spirits, as her messengers, to put in motion the 
several muscles of the body, as there is occasion. ' By 
such conjectures as these, Des Cartes could account 
for every phenomenon in nature, in such a plausible 
manner, as gave satisfaction to a great part of the learn- 
ed world for more than half a century. 

Such conjectures in philosophical matters have com- 
monly got the name of hijpothescs or theories. And 
the invention of a hypothesis, founded on some slight 
probabilities, which accouivts for many appearances of 
nature, has been consid^d as the highest attainment 
of a Philosopher, ff * tfte hypothesis hangs well toge- 
ther, is embellished by a lively imagination, and serves 
fo account for common appearances ; it is considered 
by many as having all the ‘ qualities that should re- 
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eoinmcncl it to our belief ; ani all that ought to be re-^ 
qiiired iii a philosophit.al sysiem. 

There is such proneness in men of genius to invent 
iiypotheses, and m others to acquiesce in them as the 
wliich the human faculties can attain in philo- 
soplw, that it is of the last consequence to the progress 
of rJal knowledge, that men should have a clear and 
•distinct understanding of the nature of hypotheses in 
philosophy, and of the regard that is due to them. 

Although some conjectures may have a considerable 
degree of probability, yet it is evidently in the nature 
of conjecture to be uncertain. In every case, the as- 
sent ought to be proportioned to the evidence ; for to 
believe firmly, .what has but a small degree of proba- 
bility, is a manifest abuse of our understanding. Now, 
though we may, in many cases, form very probable 
conjectures concerning the works of men, every con- 
jecture wq can form with regard to the works of God, 
has as little probability as the conjectures of a child 
vvith regard to the works of a man. 

The wisdom of God exceeds that of the wisest man, 
more than that of the wisest man exceeds the wisdom 
of a child. If a child were to conjecture how an army 
is to be formed in the day of battle ; how a city is to 
be fortified, or a state governed ; what chance has he 
to guess right ? As little chance has the wisest man 
when he pretends to conjecture how the planets move 
in their courses, how the sea ebbs and flows, and how 
our minds act upon our bodies. 

If a thousand ot the ^eatest wits that ever the 
world produced, were, withsdit any previous know- 
ledge in anatomy, to sit down and contrive how, and 
by what internal organs the various functions ot tlie 
human body are carried on ; how the blood is made 
to circulate, and the limbs to move, they would 
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not in a thousand years hit upon any thing like the 
truth. 

Of all the discoveriCjS that have been made concern- 
ing the inward structure of the human body, never 
one was made by conjecture. Accurate observatioai 
of anatomists ha\c brought to light innumerableiarti- 
lices of nature in the contrivance of this machine of 
the human body, which we cannot but admire as ex- 
cellently adapted to their several purposes. But the 
most sagacious physiologist never dreamed of them 
till they were discovered. On the other hand, innu- 
merable conjectures, formed in different ages, with re- 
gard to the structure ot' the body, have been confuted 
by observation, and none ever .con firmed. 

What we have said of the internal structure of the 
human body, may be said, with justice, of every other 
part of the works of God, wherein .any real discovery 
lias been made. Such discoveries have al^vays been 
made by patient observation, by accurate experiments, 
or by conclusions drawn by strict reasoning from ob- 
servations and experiments ; and such discoveries 
liave always tended to refuse', but not to confirm, the 
theories and hypotheses which ingenious men had in- 
vented. 

As this is a fact confirmed by the history of philo- 
sophy in all past ages, it ought to have taught men, 
long ago, to treat v/ith just contempt hypotheses in 
every branch of philosophy, and to despair of ever 
advancing, real knowledge ,/n that way. The Indian 
philosopher, being at a to know how the earth 
was supported, inventednbe hypothesis of a huge ele- 
phant ; and this elepliant he supposed to stand upon 
the back of a huge tortoise.* This hypothesis, how- 
ever ridiculous it appears to u5, might seem very rea- 
'^QnabJe to other Indians, who knew no more than the 
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inventor of it ; and the same will be the fate of all 
hypotheses invented by men to account for the works 
of God ; They may have a decent and plausible ap- 
pearance to those who are not more knowing than 
lk?_ inventor ; but, when men come to be more en- 
ligh^ned, they will always appear ridiculous and 
childish. 

■ This has been the case with regard to hypotheses 
that have been revered by the most enlightened part 
of mankind for hundreds of years ; and it will always 
be the case to the end of the world. For until the 
wisdom of men bear some proportion to the wisdom 
of God, their attempts to find out the structure of 
his works by the force of their wit and genius, will 
be vain. 

The finest productions of human art are immensely 
short of the meanest works of nature. The nicest ar- 
tist cannot, make a feather, or the leaf of a tree. Hu- 
man w'orknjanshi^ will never bear a comparison with 
divine. Conjectures and hypotheses arc the invention 
and the workmanship of men, and must bear propor- 
tion to the capacity and skill of the’ inventor ; and 
therefore will always be very unlike to the works ,of 
God, which it is the business of philosophy to dis- 
cover^ 

The world has been so long befooled by hypotheses 
in all parts of philosophy, that it is of the utmost con- 
sequence to every man, who would make any progress 
in real knowledge, to tr^at them with just contempL 
as the reveries of vain andll^anciful men, whose pride 
'makes them conceive themselves able to unfold the 
•mysteries of nature by the force of their genius. 
A learned man, in an epistle to Des Cartes, has the 
following observation, which very much deserved the 
attention of that philosopher, and of all that come af- 
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ter him, “ When men, sitting in their closet, and 
“ consulLing only their books, attempt disquisitions 
into nature, they may indeed tell how they viould 
have made the world, if God had given them that 
in commission ; that is, they may desciibe chim^Asa^, 
which conesiioiid with the imbecility of their 'town 
minds, no less than the admirable beauty or the 
“ universe corresponds wilh.lbe infinite perfection of 
“ its Cicator; but without an undei standing truly di« 
“ vine, they can never form such an ide;i to themselves 
“ as the Deity had in creating things,’" 

Let us, therefore, lay down this as a fundamental 
principle in our enquiiics into the structure of the 
mind, and its operations, that no regard is due, to the 
conjectures or hypotheses of philosophers, how^evef 
ancient, however generally received. Let us accustom 
ourselves to try every opinion by the touchstone of 
tael and experience. What can faiily deduced 
from facts duly observed, or sufficiently attested, is ge- 
nuine and puie ; it is the voice of God, and no fiction 
of luinKm imiigination. 

Tlic first jiile of philosophising laid down by the 
great Newton is this : Caucus reram naturalium^ non 
plu/es' (ulnnih iUbcrc\ (jiiam (juce et venv et earuni 
jz/araomems cxpiicandts ,su//tciant. “ No more causes, 
noi any other causes of natural eflects ought to be 
“ admitted, but such as are both true, and are sufli- 
cienr for explaining their appearances.” This is a 
golden rule; it is the true ?(nd proper test, by which 
what is sound and solid in^ philosophy may be distin- 
guished from what is hollow^ and vain. 

If a philosopher, thereiore, pretend fo shew us the 
cause of any natural effect, whether relating to matter 
01 to mind ; let us first consider whether there be suf- 
ficient evidence thitt the cause he assigns does really 
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ixist. If there be not, reject it with disdain as a 
fiction which ought to have no place in genuine phi- 
losophy, If the cause assigned really exist, consider 
in the next place, whether the effect it is brought to 
e.vpkin necessarily follow from it. Unless it have these 
two conditions, it is good for nothing. 

When Newton had shewn the admirable effects of 
gravitation in our planetary system, he must have felt 
a strong desire to know its cause. He could have in- 
vented a hypothesis for this purpose, as many had 
done before him. But his philosophy was of another 
complexion. Let us hear what he says : Rulionem 
harum graiifatis proprietatim ex ph(enomenis non potui 
rieducere, et hijpothesca non fingo. Quicquid enim ex 
nJuenomeim non deducitur, /n/poifiesis i ocanda est. Et 
hypotheses., sen metaphjj.sicre, sett phifsica, sen qualiiatum 
occult arum, scu mechauicce, in philosophia experimentnli 
h'Cum non kabent. 

CHAP. IV. 

OJ 'Anulogij. 

IT IS natural to men to judge of things less known, 
by some similitude they observe, or think they 
observe, between them and things more familiar or 
better known. In many cases, we have no better- 
way of judging. And wherUhe things compared have 
really a great similitude in their nature, when there is 
reason to think that they are subject to the same laws, 
there may be a considerable degree of probability in 
conclusions drawn from analogy. 

Thus, we may observe a very great similitude be- 
tween this earth which w'e inhabit, and the other 
jilanets, Saturn, Jupiter, Mars, Venus, and MercUry, 
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although at different' distances, and in different periods. 
They borrow all their light from the sun, as the earth 
does. Several of them are known to revolve round 
their axis like the earth, and, by that means, must 
iiave a like succession of day and night. Some-of 
tliem have moons, that serve to give them light ik the 
absence of the sun, as our moon does to us. They 
are all, in their motions, subject to the same law of 
gravitation, as the earth is. From-all this similitude, 
it is not unreasonable to think, that those planets may, 
like our earth, be the habitation of various orders of 
living creatures. There is some probability in this 
conclusion from analogy. 

In medicine, physicians must, for the most part, be 
directed in their prescriptions by analogy. The con- 
stitution of one human body is so like to that of ano- 
ther, that it is reasonable to think, that what is the 
cause of health or sickness to one, may have the same 
effect upon another. And this generally is found true, 
though not without some exceptions. 

In politics, we reason, for_ the most part, from ana- 
logy. The constitution of human nature is so similar 
in different societies or commonwealths, that the causes 
of peace and war, of tranquillity and sedition, of riches 
and poverty, of improvement and degeneracy, are 
much the same in all. 

Analogical reasoningvUlherefore, is not, in all cases, 
to be rejected. It may afford a greater or a less de- 
gree of probability, according as the things compared 
are more or less similar, in that nature. , But it ought 
to be observed, that, as this kind of reasoning can 
afford only probable evidence at best, so, unless great 
caution be used, we are apt to be led into error by it. 
,l‘'or men are naturally disposed to conceive a greater 
‘similitude in things than there really is. 
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To give an instance of this ; Anatomists, in ancient 
ages, seldom dissected human bodies ; but very often 
the bodies of those quadrupeds, whose internal struc- 
ture was thought to approach neare^l^ that of the 
human body. Modern anatom ists^Jpe discovered 
manj^ mistakes the ancients were led into, by then- 
conceiving a greater similitude between the structure 
of men and of some beasts than there is in reality. By 
this, and many other instances that might be given, it 
appears, that conclusions built on analogy stand on u 
slippery foundation ; and that we ought never to rest 
upon evidence of this kind, when we can have more 
direct eviden'ce. 

I know no author wlio has made a more just and a 
more happy use of this mode of reasoning, than Bishop 
Butler, in his Analogy of Religion, Natural and Re- 
vealed, to the Constitution and Course of Nature. In 
that excellsnt work, the author does not ground any 
of the truths of religion upon analogy, as their proper 
evidence. ' He only makes use of analogy to answer 
objections against them. When objections are made 
against the truths of religion, which-may be made with 
equal strength against what we know to be true m the 
course of nature, such objections can have no weight. 

Analogical reasoning, therefore, may be of expellent 
use in answering objections against truths which Ivave 
other evidence. It may likewise give a greater or a 
less degree of probability in cases where we can find 
no other evidence. But all arguments, drawn from 
analogy, are still the weaker,, the greater disparity 
there is between the things compared ; and therefore 
must be weakest of all when we compare body witli 
mind, because there are- no two things in natiue more 
unlike. 


There is no snhierf in wliirh men have alivnvshpen 
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SO prone 'to form their notions by analogies of this 
kind, as in what relates to the mind. We form an 
early acquaintance with material things by means of 
our senses, a^|^re bred up in a constant familiarity 
with them. Wmee we are apt to measure all things 
by them ; and to ascribe to things most remote from 
matter, the qualities that belong to material things. It 
is for this reason, that mankind have, in all ages, been 
so prone to conceive the mind itself to be some subtile 
kind of matter ; That they have been disposed to as- 
cribe human figure, and human organs, not only to 
angels, but even to the Deity. Though we are con- 
scious of the operations of our own minds when they 
are exerted, and are capable of attending to them, so 
as to form a distinct notion of them ; this is so difficult 
a work, to men, whose attention is constantly solicited 
by external objects, that we give them names from 
things that are familiar, and which are conceived to 
have some similitude to them ; and the. notions we 
form of them are no less analogical than the names we 
give them. Almost all the words, by which we ex- 
press the operations of the mind, are borrowed from 
material objects. To understand, to conceiroe, to ima- 
gine, to comprehend, to deliberate, to infer, and many 
others, are words of this kind ; so that the very lan- 
guage of mankind, with regard to the operations of our 
minds, is analogical, because bodies ate affected only 
by contact and pressure, we are apt to conceive, that 
what is an immediate object of thought, and affects 
the mind, must be in .contact with it, and make some 
impression upon it. When we imagine any thing, the 
very word leads us to think, that there must be some 
image in the mind, of the thing conceived. It is evi- 
dent, that these notions are'drawn from some simdb 
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tude conceived between body and mind, and between 
the properties of body and the operations of mind. 

. To illustrpte more fully that analogical reasoning 
from a supposed similitude of mind to body, which 1 
conceive to be the most fruitful source of error with 
regard. to the operations of our minds, I shall give an 
instance of it. 

When a man is urged by contrary motives, those on 
one hand inciting him to do some action, those on the 
other to forbear it ; he deliberates about it, and at last 
resolves to do it, or not to do it. The contrary mo- 
tives are here compared to the weights in the opposite 
scales of a balance ; and there is not perhaps any in- 
stance that can be named of a more striking analogy 
between body and mind. Hence the phrases of weigh- 
ing motives, of deliberating upon action^, are common 
to all languages. 

From this analogy, some philosophers draw very 
important conclusions. They say, that, as the balance 
cannot incline to one side more than the other, when 
the opposite weights are equal ; so a man cannot pos- 
sibly determine himself, if the motives on both hands 
are equal : and, as the balance must necessarily turn 
to that side which has most weiglfl ; so the man must 
necessarily be determined to that hand where the mo- 
tive is strongest. And on this foundation, some of the 
schoolmen maintained, that, if a hungry ass were placed 
between two bundles of hay equally inviting, the beast 
must stand still and starve to death, being unable to 
turn to either, because there are equal motives to both. 
This is an instance of that analogical reasoning, which 
I conceive ought never to be trusted : For, the ana- 
logy between a balance and a man deliberating, 
though one of the strongest that can be found between 
matter and mind, is too weak to support any argu- 
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ment. A piece of dead inactive matter, and an ac- 
tive intelligent being, are things very unlike ; and be- 
cause the one would remain at rest in a certain case^ 
it does not follow that the other would be inactive id 
a case somewhat similar. The argument is no better 
than this, that, because a dead animal moves gnly as 
It is pushed, and, if puslied with equal force in con- 
trary directions, must remain at rest ; therefore the 
same thing must happen to a living animal ; for surely 
the similitude between a dead animal and a living, is 
as great as that between a balance and a man. 

• The conclusion I would draw from all that has been 
said on analogy, is, that, in our enquiries, concerning 
the mind, and its operations, we ought never to trust 
to reasonings, drawn from some supposed similitude of 
body to mind ; and that we ought to be very much 
upon our guard, that wc be not imposed upon by those 
analogical terms and phrases, by which the. operations 
ot the mind aie expressed in all languages,. 


CHAP. V. 

^ y V/ce jnoper Means of Icm-jshig ike Opcndlom of the 
Mind. 

vt'c ought to pay no regard to hypotheses, 
and to be very suspicious of analogical reasoning, 
it may be asked, from what .source must the know- 
ledge of the mind, and its faculties be drawn ? 

I answer, The chief and proper source of this branch 
of knowledge is accurate reflection upon the opera- 
tions of our own minds. Of this source we shall’ 
speak more fully, after making some remarks upon ' 
ivvo others that may be subservient to it. The first of 
them IS, attention to the structure of language. 
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The language of mankind is expressive of their 
thoughts, and of the various operations of their minds. 

The various operations of the understanding, will, 

. a‘nd pa.^sions, which are common to mankind, have va- 
rious forms of speech corresponding to them in all 
languages, w^hich are the signs of them, and by which 
they^are expressed : And a due attention to the signs 
inay, in many cases, give considerable light to the 
things signified by them. 

There are, in all languages, modes of speech, by 
which men signify their judgment, or give their testi- 
mony; by which they accept or refuse; by wliicli 
they ask information or advice ; by which they com- 
mand, or threaten, or supplicate ; by which thev 
plight their faith in promises and contracts. If such 
operations w’^ere not common to mankind, we should 
not find in all languages iornis of speech, by which 
they are expressed. 

All languages, indeed, have theii’ imperfections; tlie\ 
can never ’be adequate to all the vaiicLics ol' luimaii 
tliought ; and therefore things may be really distinct 
in their nature, and capable of being distinguished b^ 
the hunian mind, wdiich are noi distmgacsbcd in co;n- 
moil language. Vv^e can only expect, in t'ne striu Uire 
of languages, those dnlmctmiis wlucli all niankiiul 
ill the common business of life have occasion to make- 

Tlicre may be pecidianlies jn a pailicular language 
of the causes of wdiich w^e are igr.oiant, and Iroin 
which, thciefore, we can draw no conclusion. iJiil 
whatever w^e find common to all laii;;uages, must lane 
a common cause ; niu>t be owing to some coii]nu>i\ 
'nolion or sentiment of the human mind. 

We gave sonic examples of this befoie, and slial; 
lierc add another. All languages ha\e a p!u..ii #uii _ 
ber in many of their nouns ; fiuin whmh wc inav iu 
fer, that all men have nofions, not of :n Jivzd’ial g 



only, but of attributes, or things which are common 
to many individuals ; for no individual can have a 
nlural number. 

Another source of information in this subject, is a 
due attention to the course of human actions and con- 
duct. The actions of men are effects ; Their senti- 
ments, their passions, and their affections, are the 
causes of those effects ; and we may, in many cases, 
form a judgment of the cause from the effect. 

The behaviour of parents towards their children, 
gives sufficient evidence, even to those who never had 
children, that the parental affection is common to 
niankind. It is easy to see, from the general conduct 
of men, what are the natural objects of their esteem, 
their admiration, their love, their approbation, their 
resentment, and of all their other original dispositions. 
It is obvious, from the conduct of men in all ages, 
that man Is by his nature a social animal ; that he de- 
lights to associate with his species ; to converse, and to 
exchange good offices with them. 

Not only the actions, but even the opinions of men 
ma^ sometimes give light into the frame of the hu- 
man mind. The opinions of men may be considered 
as the effects of their intellectual powers, as their ac- 
tions are the effects of their active principles. Even 
the prejudices and errors of mankind, vrhen they are 
general, must have some cause no less general ; the 
discovery of which will throw some light upon t]ie 
frame of the human understanding. 

1 conceive this to be .the principal use of the history 
of philosophy. When we trace the history of the va- 
rious philosophical opinions that have sprung up a-' 
mong thinking men, we are led into a labyrinth of 
fanciful opinions, contradictions, and absurdities, in- 
termixed with some truths ; yet we may sometimes 
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lind a clue to lead as through the several windings of 
this labyrinth ; We may find that point of view which 
presented things to the author of the system, in thQ 
light in which they appeared to him. This will often 
give a consistency to things seemingly contradictory, 
and some degree of probability to those that appeared 
most fanciful. 

The history of philosophy, considered as a map of 
the intellectual operations of men of genius, must al- 
ways be entertaining, and may sometimes give us 
views of the human understanding, which could not 
easily be had any other way. 

I return to- what I mentioned as the main source of 
information on this subject ; attentive reflection upon 
the operation* of. our own mind. 

All the notions we have of mind, and of its opera- 
tions, are, by Mr Locke, called ideas of rejection. A 
man may have as distinct notions of remembrance, of 
judgment, of will, of desire, as he has of any object 
whatever. Such notions, as Mr Locke justly observes, 
are got by the power of reflection. But what is this 
power of reflection ? It is, says the same author, “ that 
“ power by which the mind turns its view inward, and 
“ observes it own actions and operations.” He ob- 
serves elsewhere, “ That the understanding, like the 
“ eye, whilst it makes us see and perceive all other 
“ things, takes no notice of itself; and that it requires 
“ art and pains to set it at a distance, and make it its 
“ own object.” Cicero hath expressed this sentiment 
most beautifully. Tusc. I. 28. 

■ This power of the understanding to make its own 
operations its object, to attend to them, and examine 
them on all sides, is the power of reflection, by which 
alone we can have any distinct notion of the powers 
of our own, or of other minds. 

VOT - T. H 



£SSAr/> 




J8 


This rejection ought to be distinguished from con- 
sciousness, with which it is too often confounded, even 
by Mr Locke. All men are conscious of the opera- 
tions of their own minds, at all times, while they are 
awake ; but there are few w ho reflect upon them, or 
make them objects of thought. 

From infancy, till we come to the years of under- 
standing, we are employed solely about external ob- 
jects. And although the mind is conscious of its ope- 
rations, it does not attend to them ; its attention is turn- 
ed solely to the external objects, about which those 
operations are employed. Thus, when' a man is an- 
gry, he is conscious of his passion ; but his attention is 
turned to the person who offended him, and the cir- 
cumstances of the offence, while the passion of anger 
is not in the least the object of his attention. 

I conceive, this is sufficient to shew the difference 
between consciousness of the operations of, our minds, 
and reflection upon them ; and to shew that we may 
have the former without any degree of the latter. The 
difference between consciousness and reflection, is like 
to the difference between a superficial view of an ob- 
ject which presents itself to the eye, while w'e are 
engaged about something else, and that attentive exa- 
mination which we give to an object when we are 
wholly employed in surveying it. Attention is a vo- 
luntary act ; it requires an active exertion to begin and 
to continue it ; and it may be continued as long as we 
will ; but consciousness is involuntary and of no con- 
tinuance, changing with every thought. 

The power of reflection upon the operations of their 
own minds does not appear at all in children. Men 
must be come to some ripeness of understanding be- 
fore they are capable of it. *Of all the powers of the 
human mind, it seems to be the last that unfolds itself. 
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Most men seem incapable of acquiring it in any con- 
siderable degree. Like all our other powers, it is 
greatly improved by exercise ; and until a man has got 
1?he Habit of attending to. the operations of his own 
piind, he can never have clear and distinct notions of 
them, nor form any steady judgment concerning them. 
His, opinions must be borrowed from others, his nor 
tions confused and indistinct, and he may easily be led 
to swallow very gross absurdities. To acquire this ha- 
bit, is a work of time and labour, even in those who 
begin it early, and Whose natural talents are tolerably 
fitted for it ; but the difficulty will be daily diminish- 
ing, and the advantage of it is great. They will there- 
by be enabled to think with precision and accuracy on 
every subject, especially on those subjects that are 
more abstract. They will be able to judge for them- 
selves in many important points, wherein others must 
blindly follow a leader. 

•CHAP. VI. 

0/ the difficulty of attending to the operations of onir 
oTcn minds. 

''P'HE difficulty of attending to our mental opera- 
tions ought to be well understood, and justly 
estimated, by those who would make atiy progress ip 
this science ; that they may neither, on the one hand, 
expect success without pains and application of thought, 
nor, on the other, be discouraged, by conceiving that 
the obstacles that lie in the way are insuperable, and 
'that there is no certainty to be attained in it. I shall, 
•therefore, endeavour to point out the causes of this dif- 
ficulty, and the effects that have arisen from it, that we 
may be able to form a true judgment of both. 

I. The nuniber and quick succession of the opera- 
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tions of the mind make it difficult to give due atten- 
tion to them. It is well known, that if a great num- 
ber of objects be presented in quick succession, even 
to the eye, they are confounded in the memory .and 
imagination. We retain a confused notion of the 
whole, and a more confused one of the several parts, 
especially if they are objects to which we have never 
before given particular attention. No succession can 
be more quick than that of thought. The mind is 
busy while we are awake, continually passing from 
one thought, and one operation, to another. The scene 
is constantly shifting. Every man will be sensible of 
this, who tries but for one minute to keep the same 
thought in his imagination, without addition or varia- 
tion. He will find it impossible to keep the scene of 
his imagination fixed. Other objects will intrude 
without being called, and all he can do is to reject these 
intruders as quickly as possible, and return, to his prin- 
cipal object. 

2 , In this exercise, we go contrary to habits which 
have been early acquired, anrd confirmed by long un- 
varied practice. From infancy, we are accustomed to 
attend to objects of sense, and to them only ; and, 
when sensible objects have got such strong hold of the 
attention by confirmed habit, it is not easy to dispossess 
them. When we grow up, a variety of external ob- 
jects solicits our attention, excites our curiosity, en- 
gages our affections, or touches our passions ; and the 
constant round of employment, about external objects, 
draws off the mind from attending to itself ; so that no- 
thing is more just than the observation of Mr Locke 
before-mentioned, “ That the understanding, like the 
“ eye, while it surveys all the objects around it, com- 
“ monly takes no notice of itsblf.” 

3. The operations of the mind, from their very na- 
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ture, lead the mind to give its attention to some other 
object. Our sensations, as will be shewn afterwards, 
are natural signs, and turn our attention to the things 
''sigijified by them ; so much, that most of them, and 
those the most frequent and familiar, have no name in 
any language. In perception, memory, judgment, i- 
magination, and reasoning, there is an object distinct 
■from the operation itself ; and, while we are led by a 
strong impulse, to attend to the object, the operation 
escapes our notice. Our passions, affections, and all 
our active powers, have, in like manner, their objects 
which engross our attention, and divert it from the 
paSsion itself) 

4. To this we may add a just observation made by 
Mr Hume, That, when the mind is agitated by any 
passion, as soon as we turn our attention from the ob- 
ject to tbc passion itself, the passion subsides or va- 
nishes, and, by that means escapes our enquiry. This, 
indeed, is common to almost every operation of the 
iTfind : When it is exerted, we are conscious of it ; but 
then we do not attend to the operation, but to its ob- 
ject. When the mind is drawn off from tlic object to 
attend to its own operation, that operation ceases, and 
escapes our notice. 

5. As it is not sufficient to the discovery of mathe • 
ftiatfcal truths, that a man be able to attend to mathe- 
matical figures ; as it is necessary that he should have' 
the ability to distinguish accurately things that differ, 
and to discern clearly the various relations of the quan- 
tities he compares ; an ability which, though much 
■greater in those who have the force of genius than in 
•others, yet even in them requires exercise and liabit to 
bring it to maturity : So, in order to discover the truth 
in what relates to the ofierations of the mind, it is not 
enough that a man be able to give attention to tlieni ; 
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he must have the ability to distinguish accurately their 
minute differences ; to resolve and Analyse complex 
operations into their simple ingredients ; to unfold the 
ambiguity of words, whicli, in this science is gregtef 
than in any other, and to giVe them the same accuracy 
and precision that mathematical terms have. For, in- 
deed, the same precision in the use of words ; the same 
cool attention to the minute differences of things ; the 
same talent for abstraction and analysing, which fits a 
liian for the study of mathematics, is no less necessary 
in this. But there is this great difference between the 
two sciences, that the objects of mathematics being 
things external to the mind, it is much- more easy to 
attend to them, and fix them steadily in the imagina- 
tion. 

The difficulty attending our enquiries into the pow- 
ers or the mind, serves to account for some events re- 
specting this branch of philosophy, which deserve to be 
mentioned. 

While most branches of science have, either in an- 
cient or in modern times, been highly cultivated, and 
brought to a considerable degree of perfection, this re- 
mains, to this day, in a very low state, and, as it were^ 
in its infancy. 

Every science invented by men must have its be- 
ginning and its progress ; and, from various causes, it 
may happen that one science shall be brought to a 
great degree of maturity, while another is yet in its 
infancy. The maturity of a science may be judged 
of by this : When it contains a system of principles, 
anS conclusions drawn from them, which are so firmly 
established, that, among thinking and intelligent mfen, 
there remains no doubt or dispute about, them ; so thal 
those who come after may raise the superstructure high- 
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er, but shall never be able to overturn what is already 
built, in order to begin on a new foundation. 

. . ■ Geometry seems to have been in its infancy about 
• theSjime of Thales and Pythagoras ; because many 
of the elementary propositions, on which the whole 
science is built, arc ascribed to them as the inventors. 
Euclid’s Elements, which were written soriie ages after 
Pythagoras, ejthibit a system of geometry which de- 
serves the name of a science ; and though great addi- 
tions have been made by Appolonius, ARt,HiMEDES, 
Pappus, and others among the ancients, and still great- 
er by the moderns ; yet what was laid down in Eu- 
clid’s Elements was never set aside. It remains as the 
firm foundation of all future superstructures in that 
science. 

Natural philo'ophy remained in its infant state near 
two thousand years after geometry had attained to its 
manly form r For natural philosophy seems not to 
have been built on a stable foundatioij, nor carried to 
any degrefe of maturity, till the last eentury. The 
system of Des Cartes, which was all hypothesis, pre- 
vailed in the most enlightened part of Europe till to- 
wards the end of last century. Sir Isaac Newton has 
the merit of giving the form of a science to this branch 
of philosophy ; and it need not appear surprising, if 
the philosophy of the human mind should be a century 
or two later in being brought to maturity. 

It has received great accessions from the labours of 
several modern authors ; and perhaps wants little more 
to entitle it to the name of a science, but to be purged 
of certain hypotheses, which have imposed on some of 
■the most gciUe writers on this subject, and led them 
into downright scepticism. 

What the ancients have delivered to us concerning 
the mind, and its operations, is almost entirely drawm" 



not from accurate reflection, but from some con- 
ceived analogy between body and mind. And al- 
though the modem authors [ formerly named have 
given more attention to the operations of their pwh 
minds, and by that means have made important dis- 
coveries ; yet, by retaining some of the ancient analo- 
gical notions, their discoveries have been less useful 
than they might have been, and have led to scepti- 
cism. 

It may happen in science, as in building, that an 
error in the foundation shall weaken the whole ; and 
the farther the building is carried on, this weakness 
shall become the more apparent and the more threat- 
ening. Something of this kind seems to have hap- 
pened in our systems concerning the mind. The ac- 
cassion they have received by modern discoveries, 
though very important in itself, has thrown darkness 
and obscurity upon the whole, and has led men rather 
to scepticism t^an to knowledge. This must be owing 
to some fundamental errors that have not been observ- 
ed ; and when these are corrected, it is to be hoped, 
that the improvements that have been made will have 
their due effect. 

The last effect I observe of the difficulty of en- 
quiries into the powers of the mind, is, that there is 
no other part of human knowledge, in which ingenious 
authors have been so apt to run into strange paradoxes, 
and even into gross absurdities. 

When we find philosophers maintaining, that there 
Is no heat in the fire_, nor colour in the rainbow t 
When we find the gravest philosophers, from Des. 
Cartes down to Bishop Berkeley, mustering up ar- 
guments to prove the existence of a material world, 
and unable to find any that* will bear examination ; 
When we find Bishop Berkeley and Mr Hume, the 
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acutest 'metaphysicians of the age, maintaining that 
there is no such thing as matter in the universe : 
That sun, moon, and stars, the earth which we inhabit, 
our own bodies, and those of oUr friends, are only i- 
dea^ in our minds, and have no existence but in 
thought : When we find the last maintaining, that 
there is neither body nor mind; nothing in nature 
but ideas and impressions, without any substance on 
which they are impressed : That there is no certainty, 
nor indeed probability, even in mathematical axioms ; 
I say, when we consider such extravagancies of many 
of the most acute writers on this subject. We may be 
apt to think the whole to be only a dream of fanciful 
men, who have entangled themselves in cobwebs spun 
out of their own brain. But we ought to consider, 
that the more closely and ingeniously men reason 
from false principles, the more absurdities they will 
be led into ; and when such absurdities help to bring 
to light the false principles from which they are drawn; 
they may be the iDore easily forgiven.' 

CHAP. VII. 


Division of the Powers of the Mind. 

powers of the mind are so many, so various, 
and so connected and complicated in most of its 
operations, , that there never has been any division of 
them proposed which is not liable to Considerable ob- 
jections. We shall therefore take that general division 
which is the most common, into the powers of under- 
‘ standing and those of zei/l. Under the will we com- 
prehend our active powers, and all that lead to action^ 
or influence the mind to act ; such as appetites, pas- 
sions, affections. Thd understanding comprehends 
»UF contemplative powers ; by which we perceive 
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Objects ; by which we conceive or remember them ; 
by which we analyse or compound them ; and by 
which we jndge and reason concerning them. 

Although this general division may be of use ip/' 
order to our proceeding more methodically in ^our 
subject, we are not to understand it as if, in th^se o- 
perations which are ascribed to the understanding, 
there were no exertion of will or activity, or as if the 
understanding were not employed in the operations 
ascribed to the will ; for I conceive there is no opera- 
tion of the understanding wherein the mind is not 
active in some degree. We have some command 
over our thoughts, and can attend to this or to that, 
of many objects which present themselves to our 
senses, to our memory, or to our imagination. We 
can survey an object on this side or that, superficially 
or accurately, for a longer or a shorter time j so that 
our contemplative powers are under the guidance and 
direction of the active ; and the former never pursue 
their object, without being led and directed, urged or 
restrained by the latter : And because the understand- 
ing IS always more or less directed by the will, man- 
kind have ascribed some degree of activity to the 
mind in its intellectual operations, as well as in those 
which belong to the will, and have expressed them by 
active verbs, such as seeing, hearing, judging, reason- 
ing, and the like. 

And as the mind exerts some degree of activity 
even in the operations of understanding, so it is cer- 
tain, that there can be no act of will which is not ac- 
companied with some act of understanding. The 
will must have an object, and that object must be 
apprehended or conceived in the understanding. It 
is therefore to be remembered, t that in most, if not all 
operations of the mind, both faculties concur ; and 
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we range the operation under that faculty which hath 
the largest share in it. 

• The intellectual powers are commonly divided into 
sHlJcle apprehension, judgment, and reasoning. As 
thisUivision has in its favour the authority of antiqui- 
ty, aim of a very general reception, it would be im- 
proper to set it aside without giving any reason ; I 
shall tijerefore explain it briefly, and give the reasons 
why I chuse to follow another. 

It may be observed, that, without apprehension of 
;he objects concerning which we judge, there can be 
no judgment ; as little can there be reasoning without 
both apprehension and judgment ; These three opera- 
tions, therefore, are not independent of each other. 
The second includes the first, and the third includes 
both the first and second ; but the first may be exer- 
cised without either of the other two. It is on that 
account called simple apprehension ; that is, apprehen- 
sion unaccompanied with any judgment about the ob- 
ject apprehended. This simple apprehension of an 
object is, in common language, called having a notion, 
or having a conception of the object, and by late au- 
thors is called an idea of it. In speaking, it 
is expressed by a word, or by a part of a proposition, 
without that composition and structure which makes 
a complete sentence; as u mtin, a man of foitune. 
Such words, taken by themselves, signify pimple ap- 
prehensions. They neither affirm nor deny ; they 
imply no judgment or opinion of the thing signified 
by them, and therefore cannot be said to be cither true 
or false. 

The second operation in this division is judgment ; 
in which, say the philosophers, there must be two ob- 
jects of thought compared, ani some agreement or 
disagreement, or, in general, some relation discerned 
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between them ; in consequence of which, there is an 
opinion or belief of that relation which we discern. 
This operation is expressed in speech by a proposition, 
in which some relation between things compar^-is 
affirmed or denied : 4-s when we sqy, All mat ar? 
Jallible. / 

Truth and falsehood are qualities which belong to 
judgment only; or to propositions by which judg- 
ment is expressed. Every judgment, every opinion, 
and every proposition, is either true or false. But 
words which neither affirm nor deny any thing, can 
have neither of those qualities ; and the same may be 
said of simple apprehensions, which are signified by 
such words. 

The third operation is reasoning ; in which, from 
two or more judgments, we draw a conclusion. 

This division of our intellectual powers correspond? 
perfectly with the account commonly given by philo- 
sophers, of the successive steps by which the mind 
proceeds in the acquisition of its knowledge ; which 
are these three : Firsts by the senses, or by other 
means, it is furnished with various simple apprehen- 
sions, notions or ideas. These are the materials which 
nature gives it to work upon ; and from the simple 
ideas it is furnished with by nature, it forms various 
others more complex. Secondly, by comparing its 
ideas, and by perceiving their agreements and disa- 
greements, it forms its judgments. And, lastly, from 
two or more judgments, it deduces conclusions of rea- 
soning. 

Now, if all our knowledge is got by a procedure of 
this kind, certainly the threefold division of the powers 
of understanding, into simple apprehension, judgment, 
and reasoning, is the most natural, and the most pro- 
per that can be devised. This theory and that divi- 
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sion are so closely connected, that it is difficult to 
judge which of them has given rise to the other ; and 
f,hpy must stand or fall together. But if all our know- 
'itHge is not got by a process of this kind ; if there 
are other avenues of knowledge besides the comparing 
our i^as, and perceiving their agreements and disa- 
greements, it is probable that there may be opera- 
tions of the understanding which cannot be pro- 
perly reduced under any of the thfee that have been 
explained. 

Let us consider some of the most familiar opera- 
tions of our minds, and see to which of the three they 
belong. I begin with consciousness. I know that I 
think, and this of all knowledge is the most certain. 
Is that operation of my mind, which gives me this 
certain knowledge, to be called simple apprehension ? 
No, surely. Simple apprehension neither affirms nor 
denies. It will not be said that it is by reasoning that 
I know that I think. It remains, therefore, that it 
must be by judgment, that is, according to the ac- 
count given of judgmept, by comparing two ideas, 
and perceiving the agreement between them. But 
what are the ideas compared ? They must be the idea 
of myself, and the idea of thought, for the/ are the 
terms of the proposition / think. According to this 
account then, first, I have the idea of myself, and the 
idea of thought ; then, by comparing these two ideas, 
I perceive that I thinlf. 

Let any man who is capable of reflection judge for 
himself, whether it is by an operation of this kind 
■ that he comes to be convinced that he thinks ? To 
• trie it appears evident, that the conviction I have that; 
I think, is not got in this way ; and therefore I con- 
clude, either that consciousness is not judgment, or 
Jhat judgment is not rightly defined to be the per- 
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ception of some agreement or disagreement between 

two ideas. 

'2'he perception of an object by my senses is sno"* 
ther operation of the understanding. I would lyjdw 
whether it be simple apprehension, or judgment, pr 
reasoning. It is not simple apprehension, because I 
am persuaded of the existence of the object as much . 
as 1 could be by demonstration. It is not judgment, 
if by judgment be meant the comparing ideas, and 
perceiving their agreements or disagreements. It is 
not reasoning, because those who cannot reason can 
perceive. 

I find the same difficulty in classing memory under 
any of the operations mentioned. 

There is not a more fruitful source of error in this 
branch of philosophy, than divisions of things which 
are taken to be complete when they are not really so. 

To make a perfect division of any class of things, a 
man ought to have the whole under his view at once. 
But the greatest capacity very often is not sufficient 
for this. Some thing is left out which did not come 
under the philosopher’s view when he made his di- 
vision : And to suit this to the division, it must be 
made what nature never made it. This has been so 
common a fault of philosophers, that one who would 
avoid error ought to be suspicious of divisions, though 
long received, and of great authority, especially when 
they are grounded on a theory that may be called in 
question. In a subject imperfectly known, we ought 
not to pretend to perfect divisions, but to leave room 
for such additions or alterations as a more perfect view 
of the subject may afterwards suggest. 

I shall not, therefore, attempt a complete enumera- 
tion of the powers of the human understanding. I 
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shall only menlion those which I propose, to explaiih 
and they are the following : 

IS/, The powers we have by means of our external 
soq^cs. 2dlij^ Memory, ^dhp Conception. 4////^, 
The ipowers of resolving and analysing complex ob- 
jects, \nd compounding those that are more simple. 
5//i!/V, Judging. 6M/y, Reasoning. 7///^//, Taste. 

Moral Perception. And, last of all, Consci- 
cusness. 


CHAP. VIII. 


Of Social Operations of Mind. 

^HERE is another division of the powers of the 
mind, which, though it has been, ought not 
. to be overlooked by writers on this subject, because it 
has a real foundation in nature. Some operations of 
our minds, from their very nature, are sociaf others 
are solUurij, 

By the first, I uilderstand such operations as neces- 
sarily suppose an intercourse with some other intelli- 
gent being. A man may understand and will ; he 
may apprehend, and judge, and reason, though he 
should know of no intelligent being in the universe 
besides himself. But, when he asks information, or 
receives it ; when he bears testimony, or receives the 
testimony of another ; when he asks a favour, or ac- 
cepts one; when he gives a command to his servant, 
or receives one from a superior ; when he plights his 
faith in a promise or contract \ these are acts of social 
intercourse between intelligent beings, and can have 
no •place in solitude. They suppose understanding 
and will ; but they suppose something more, which is 
neither understanding noV will ; that is, society with 
other intelligent beine**?. Ro 
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lectual, because they can only be in intellectual beings : 
But they are neither simple apprehension, nor judg- 
ment, nor reasoning, nor are they any combination of 
these operations. 

To ask a question, is as simple an operation ,is to 
judge or to reason ; yet it is neither judgment, nor 
reasoning, nor simple apprehension, nor is it any , com- 
position of these. Testimony is neither simple appre- 
hension, nor judgment, nor reasoning. The same may 
be said of a promise, or of a contract. These acts of 
mind are perfectly understood by every man of com- 
mon understanding ; but, when philosophers attempt 
to bring them within tlie pale of their- divisions, by 
analysing them, they find inexplicable mysteries, and 
even contradictions, in tnem. One may see an in- 
stance of this, of many that might be mentioned, in 
Mr Humk’s Enquiry concerning the Principles of 
Morals, sect. 3. part a. note, near the end. 

The attempts of philosophers to reduce the social 
operations under the common philosophical divisions, 
resemble very much the attempts of some philosophers 
to reduce all our social affections to certain modifica- 
tions of self-love. The Author of our being intended 
ns to be social beings, and has, for that end, given us 
social intellectual powers, as well as social affections. 
.Both are original parts of our constitution, and the 
exertions of both no less natural than the exertions of 
those powers that are solitary and selfish. 

Our social intellectual operations, as well as our 
social affections, appear very early in life, before we 
are capable of reasoning ; yet both suppose a convic- 
tion of the existence of other intelligent beings. Wheir 
a child asks a question of his nurse, this act of his 
mind supposes, not only a desire to know what heasks^ 
it supposes likewise a conviction that the nurse is an 
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intelligent "being, to whom he can communicate his 
thoughts, and who can communicate her thoughts to 
him. How he came by this conviction so early, is a 
'^eslion of some importance in the knowledge of th^ 
hurrfan mind, and therefore worthy of the considera- 
tion of philosophers. But they seem to have given no 
attention either to this early conviction, or to those 
operations of mind which suppose it. Of this We shall 
have occasion to treat afterwards. 

All languages are fitted to express the social as wdtl 
as the solitary Operations of the mind. It may indeed 
be affirmed, that, to express ^he former, is the primary 
and direct intention of language. A man, who had no 
intercourse with any other intelligent being, would 
never think of language. He would be as mut^ as the 
. beasts of the field ^ even more so, because they have 
some degree of social intercourse with one another, and 
some of them with nian. When language is once 
learned, it may be useful eveil in bur solitary medita- 
tions; and, by clothing our thoughts with \^ords, we 
may have a firmer hold of them. But this was not its 
first intention ; and the structure of every language 
shews that it is riot intended solely for this purpose. ‘ 
In every language, a question, a command, a 
promise, which are social acts, can be expressed as 
easily and as properly as judgment, which is a solitary 
act. The expression of the last has been honoured 
with a particular name ; it is called a proposition ; it 
has been an object of great attention to philosophers ; 
it has been analysed into its very ^elements, of subject, 
predicate, and copula. All the various modifications 
of th^se, and of propositions which are compounded 
of them, have been anxiously examined in many vo- 
luminous tracts. The. expression of a question, of a 
i^ommand, or of a promise, is as capable of being ana- 
VoL. i, K 
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lysed as a proposition is ; but we do not find that this 
has been attempted; we have not so much as given 
them a name different from the operations which they 
express. 

Why have speculative men laboured so anxiously to 
analyse our solitary operations, and given so little at- 
tention to the social? I know no other reason but this, 
that, in the divisions that have been made of the 
mind’s operations, the social have been omitted, and 
thereby thrown behind the curtain. 

In all languages, the second person of verbs, the 
pronoun of the second |person, and the vocative case 
in nouns, are appropriated to the expression of social 
operationsi of mind, and could never have had place in 
language but for this purpose : Nor is it a good argu- 
ment against this observation, that, by a rhetorical 
figure, we sometimes address persons that are absent, 
or even inanimatcd beings, in the second person. For 
it ought to be remembered, that all figurative ways of 
using words or phrases, suppose -a natural and literal 
meaning of them. 
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«F Tllfi rOWEIlS WE HAVE BY MEANS OF 
OUR -EXTERNAL SENSES. 


CHAP. I. 

Of the Orga0 of Sense. 

all the operations of ouf minds, the perception 
of external objects is the most familiar. The 
senses cortje to maturity even in infancy, when other 
powers have not yet sprung up. They are common 
to us with brute animals, and furnish us with the ob- 
jects about which our other powers are the most fre- 
quently employed. We find it easy to attend to their 
operations ; and because they are familiar, the names 
which properly belong to them are applied to other 
powers, which are thought to resemble them ; for 
these reasons they claim to be first considered. 

The perception of external objects is one main link 
of that mysterious chain, which connects the material 
world with the intellectual. We shall find many 
things in this operation unaccountable ; sufficient to 
convince us, that we know but little of our own frame ; 
and that a perfect comprehension of our mental powers, 
and of the manner of th^ir operation, is beyond the 
reach of our understanding. 

In perception there are impressions upon the organs 
of sense, the nerves, and ’brain, which, by the laws of 
our nature, are followed by certain operations of mind. 

2 
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These two things are apt to be confounded ; but ought 
most carefully to be distinguished. Some philosophers, 
without good reason, haye conclude^, that the impres. 
sions made on the body are the proper efficient cause 
of perception. Others, with as little reason, have con- 
cluded, that impressions are made on the mind similar 
to those made on the body. From these mistakes 
many others have arisen. The wrong notions men 
have rashly taken up with regard to the senses, have 
led to wrong notions with regard to other powers 
which are conceived to resemble them. Many impor- 
tant powers of mind have, especially of late, been 
called internal senses, frcro a supposed resemblance to 
the external; such as, the sense of beauty, , the sense 
of harmony, the moral sense. And it is to be appre- 
hended, that errors, with regard to the external, have, 
from analogy, led to similar errors with regard to the 
internal; it is therefore of some consequence, even 
with regard to other branches of our subjpet, to have 
just notions concerning the external senses. 

In order to this, we shall begin with some observa- 
tions on the organs of sense, and on the impressions 
which in perception are made upon them, and upon 
the nerves and brain. 

We perceive no external object, but by means of 
certain bodily organs which God has given us for that 
purpose. The Supreme Being who made us, and 
placed us in this world, hath given us such powers of 
mind as he saw to be suited to our state and rank in 
his creation. He has given us the power of perceiving 
many objects around ds, the sun, moon, and stars, the 
earth and sea, and a variety of animals, vegetables, 
and inanimate bodies. But our power of perceiving 
these objects is limited in various ways, and particu- 
larly in this 3 that without the organs of the several 
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senses, we perceive no external object. We cannot 
see without eyes, nor hear without ears : It is not only 
necessary that we should have these organs, but that 
they should be in a sound and natural state. There 
are many disorders of the eye that cause total blind- 
ness ; others that impair the powers of vision, without 
destroying it altogether ; and the same may be said of 
the organs of all the other senses. 

All this is so well known from experience, that it 
needs no proof ; hut it ought to be observed, that we 
know it from experience only. We can give no reason 
for it, but that such is the will of our Maker. No man. 
:an shew it to be impossible to the Supreme Being to 
have given us the pow'er of perceiving external objects 
without such organs. We have reason to believe, that 
when we put off these bodies, and all the organs be- 
longing to th^m, our perceptive powers shall rather be 
improved than destroyed or impaired, We have 
reason to believe, that the Supreme Being perceives 
every thing in a niuch more perfect manner than we 
do, without bodily organs. We have reason to believe, 
that there are other created beings endowed with 
powers of perception more perfect and more extensive 
than ours, without any such organs as we find neces- 
sary. 

We ought not, therefore, to conclude, that such 
bodily organs are, in their own nature, necessary to 
perception ; but rather, that, by the will of God, our 
power of perceiving external objects is limited and cir- 
cumscribed by our organs of sense ; so that we per- 
‘ ceive objects in a certain manner, and in certain cir- 
•ciimstances, and in no other. 

If a man was shut up in a dark room, so that he 
could see nothing but through one small hole in the 
shutter of a window, would he conclude, that the hole 
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was the cause of his seeing, and that it is impossible to 
see any other way ? Perhaps, if he had never in his 
life seen but in this way, h«; might be apt to think so ; 
but the conclusion is rash and groundless. He seeS; 
because God has given him the power of seeing ; and 
he sees only through this small hole, because his power 
of seeing is circumscribed by impediments on all other 
hands. 

Another necessary caution in this matter is, that we 
ought not to confound the organs of perception with 
the being that perceives. Perception must be the act 
of some being that perceives. The eye is not that 
which sees ; it is only the organ by which we see. 
The ear is not that which hears ; but the organ by 
which we hear ; and so of the rest. 

A man cannot see the Satellites of Jupiter but by a 
telescope. Does he conclude from this, that it is the 
telescope that sees those stars ! By no means ; such 
a conclusion would be absurd. It is no less absurd to 
conclude, that it is the eye that see's, or the ear that 
hears. The telescope is an artificial organ of sight, 
but it sees not. The eye is a natural organ of sight, 
by which we ^ee ; but the natural organ sees as little 
as the artificial. 

The eye is a machine most admirably contrived for 
refracting the rays of light, and forming a distinct pic- 
ture of objects upon the retina ; but it sees neither the 
object nor the picture. It can form the picture after 
it is taken out of the head ; but no vision ensues. 
Even when it is in its proper place, and perfectly 
sound, it is well known, that an obstruction in the op- 
tic nerve takes away vision, though the eye has per- 
formed all that belongs to it. 

If any thing more were necessary to be said on a point 
so evident, w'e might observe, that if the faculty of scCt 
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ing, were in the eye, that of hearing, in the ear, and 
SO of the Other senses, the necessary consequence of 
this would be, that the thinking principle, which I 
dall myself, is not one, but many. But this is con- 
trary to the irresistible conviction of every man. 

When I say, I see, I hear, I feel, I remember, this 
implies, that it is one and the same self that performs 
all these operations ; and as it would be absurd to say, 
that my memory, another man’s imagination, and a 
third man’s reason, may make one individual intelli- 
gent being, it would be equally absurd to say, that one 
piece of matter seeing, another hearing, and a third 
feeling, may make one and the same percipient being. 

These sentiments are not new ; they have occurred 
to thinking men from early ages. Cicero, in his Tus- 
culan Questions, lib. i. chap. 20. has expressed them 
very distinctly. Those who chuse, may consult the 
passage. 


CHAP. II. 

Of the linprfsslons on the ' Organs, Neixes, and Srain. 

A Second law of our nature regarding perception is, 
that we perceiv'e no object, unless some impression 
is made upon the organ of sense, eitlier by the im- 
mediate application of the object, or by some medium 
which passes between the object and the organ. 

In two of our senses, to wit, touch and taste, there 
must be an immediate application of the object to the 
organ. In the other three, the object is perceived at 
a distance, biit still by means of a medium, by which 
some impression is made upon the organ. 

The effluvia of bodies drawn into the nostrils with 
the breath, are the medium of smell ; the undulations 
of the air, are the medium of hearing ; and the rays of 
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light passing from visible objects to the eye, are the 
medium of sight. We see no object, unless rays of 
light come from it to the eye. We hear not the sound 
of any body, unless the vibrations of some elastic me- 
dium, occasioned by the tremulous motion of the 
sounding body, reach our ear. We perceive no smell, 
unless the effluvia of the smelling body enter into the 
nostrils. We perceive no taste, unless the sapid body 
be applied to the tongue, or some part of the organ of 
taste. Nor do we perceive any tangible quality of a 
body, unless it touch the hands, or some part of our 
body. 

These are facts known from experience to hold uni- 
versally and invariably, both in men and brutes. By 
this law of our nature, our powers of perceiving ex- 
ternal objects are farther limited and circumscribed. 
Nor can we give any other reason for this, than that 
it is 'the will of our Maker, who knows best what 
powers, and what degrees of them, are suited to our 
state. . We were once in a state, I mean . in the worfib, 
wherein our powers of perception were more limited 
than in the present, and, in a future state, they may 
be more enlarged. 

It is likewise a law of our nature, that, in order to 
our perceiving objects, the impressions made upon the 
organs of sense must be communicated to the nerves, 
and by them to the brain. This is perfectly known 
to those wdio know any thing of anatomy. 

The nerves are fine cords, which pass froth ‘the 
brain, or from the spinal marrow, which is a produc- 
tion of the brain, to all parts of the* body,*dividing in- 
to* smaller branches as they proceed, until at last they 
escape our eye-sight : And it is found by experience, 
that all the voluntary and involuntary motions of the 
body are performed by their means. When the nerves 
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that serve any limb, are cut, or tied hard, we have then 
no more power to^move that limb, than if it was no 
part of the bo4y. 

.• As there are nerves that serve the muscular motions, 
so theie are others that serve the several senses ; and, 
as without the former, we cannot move a limb, so with- 
out the laitcT, we can have no perception, > 

This train of marhuiery, the wisdom of God has 
made necessary to our perceiving objects. Various 
parts of the body concur to it, and each has its own 
function. The object either immediately, or 

by some medium, must make an impression on tlie or- 
gan. The organ serves only as a mediuoi,* by which 
an impression is made on the nerve ; and the nerve 
serves as a medium to make an impression upon t le 
brain. Here the material part ends; at least we can 
trace it no farther ; the rest is all intellectual. 

The proof of these impressions upon the nerves and 
brain in perception is this, That, from many observa- 
tioiis and experiments, it is found, that when the organ 
of any sense is perfectly sound, and has the impression 
made upon it by the object ever so strongly, yet, if 
the nerve which serves that organ be cub or tied hard, 
there is no perception : And it is well known, that 
disorders in tlie brain deprive us of the power of per- 
ception, when both the organ and its nerve are sound. 

There is, therefgre, sufficient reason to conclude, 
that, in perception, the object produces some change 
in the organ ; that the organ produces some change 
upon the nerve ; and that the nerve produces some 
•change in the brain. And we give the .name of an 
'mpression to those changes, because we have not a 
name more proper to express, in a general manner, any 
change produced in a 'body, by an external cause, 
without specifying the nature of that change. Whe. 
ther it be pressure, or attraction, or repulsion, or v»- 

VOL. T. 
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bration, or something unknown, for which we have no 
name, still it may be called an impression. But with 
regard to the particular kind of this change or im- 
pression, philosophers have never been able to discover 
any thing at all. 

But, whatever be the nature of those impressions up- 
on the organs, nerves, and brain, we perceive nothing 
without them. Experience informs that it is so ; but 
we cannot give a reason why it is so. In the consfitu- 
tion of map, perception, by fixed laws of nature, is con- 
nected with those impressions ; but we can discover 
no necessary connection. The Supreme Being has 
seen fit to limit our power of perception ; so that we 
perceive not without such impressions ; and this is all 
we know of the matter. 

This, however, we have reason to conclude in ge- 
neral, that as the impressions on the organs, nerves, 
and brain, correspond exactly to the nature and con- 
ditions to the objects by which they are made ; so our 
perceptions and sensations correspond to those impres- 
sions, and vary in .kind, and .in degree, as they vary. 
Without this exact correspondence, the information we 
receive by our senses would not only be imperfect, as 
it undoubtedly is, but would be fallacious, which we 
have no reason to thiilk it is. 

CHAP. III. 

Hypotheses concerning the Naxes and Brain. 

are informed by anatomists, that although the 
two coats which inclose a nerve, and which ii 
derives from the coats of the brain, are tough and elas- 
tic ; yet the nerve itself has a very small degree of -con- 
sistence, being almost like marrow. It has, however, 
a fibrous texture, and may be divided and subdivided. 
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till its fibres escape our senses ; And as we know so 
very little about the texture of the nerves, there is great 
room left for those who chusc to indulge themselves in 
•conje^cture. 

The ancients conjectured, that the nervous fibres are 
fine tubes, filled with a very subtile spirit, or vapour, 
which they called animal spirita; that the brain is a 
gland, by which the animal spirits are secreted from 
the finer part of tbe blood, and their continual waste 
repaired ; and that it is by these animal spirits that the 
nerves perform their functions. Des Cartes has 
shewn how, by these animal spirits going and returning 
in the nerves-, muscular motion, perception, memory, 
and imagination, are effected. All this he has describ- 
ed as distinctly as if he had been an eye-witness of all 
those operations. But it happens, that the tubular 
structure of the nerves was never perceived by the 
human eye, nor shewn by the nicest injections ; and 
Till that has.been said about animal spirits through more 
than fifteen centuries, is mere conjecture. 

Dr Briggs, who was Sjr Isaac Newton’s master in 
anatomy, was the first, j#far as I know, who advanced 
a new system concerning the nerves. He conceived 
them to be solid filaments of prodigious tenuity ; and 
this opinion, as it accords better with observation, seems 
to have been more generally received since his time. 
As to the manner of performing their office, Dr Briggs 
thought, that, like musical cords, they have vibrations 
differing according to their length and tension. They 
Seem, however, very unfit for this purpose, on account 
'of their want of tenacity, their moisture, and being 
through their wliole length in contact with moist sub- 
stances : So that, although Dr Briggs wrote a book 
upon tliis system, called’A^oto Visionh Theoria, it seems 
not to have been much follcfwed. 
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Sir Isaac Newton, in all his philosophical writings, 
look great care to distinguish his doctrines, which he 
pretended to prove by just induction, from his conjec- 
tures, which were to stand or fall, according as future 
experiments and observations should establish or re- 
fute them. His conjectures he has put in the form of 
queries, that they might not be received as truths, but 
be enquired into, and determined according to the 
evidence to be found for or against them. Those w’ho 
mistake his queries for a part of his doctrine, do him 
great injustice, and degrade him to the rank of the 
common herd of philosophers, who have in all ages 
adulterated philosophy, by mixing conjecture with 
truth, and their own fancies with the oracles ol nature. 
A,mong other queries, this truly great philosopher pro- 
posed this, Whetlier there may not be an elastic me- 
dium, or cCtlier, immensely more rare than air, which 
pervades all bodies, and which is the cause of gravita- 
tion ; of the refraction and reflection of. the rays of 
light i of the transmission, of heat, through spaces void 
of air; and of many other pha;nomena ? In the 23d 
query subjoined to liis Opl#s, he puts this question 
v/ith regard to the impression^ made on the nerves and 
brain in perception, Whether vision is effected chiefly 
by the vibrations of this medium, excited in the bottom 
ot the eye by the rays of light, and propagated along 
the solid, jK'llucid, and uniform capillaments of the 
optic nerve ? And whether hearing is effected by the 
vibrations of this or some other medium, excited by 
the tremor of the air in the auditory nerves, and pro- 
pagated along the solid, pellucid and uniform capilla- 
ments of those nerves ? And so with regard to the 0- 
ther senses. 

What Newton only proposed as a matter to be en- 
quired into. Dr Hakiley conceived to have such evi- 
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dence, that in his Observations on Man, he has dedu- 
ced, in a mathematical form, a very ample system con- 
cerning the faculties of the mind, from the doctrine of 
Vibrations, joined with that of association. 

His notion of the vibrations, excited in the nerves, 
is expressed in propositions 4 and 5. of the first part 
of his observations on man. “ Proposition 4. External 
“ objects impressed on the senses, occasion first in the 
“ nerves on which they are impressed, and then in the 
“ brain, vibrations of the small, and, as one may say^ 
infinitesimal medullary particles. Prop. 5, The vi- 
“ brations mentioned in the last proposition are excit- 
“ ed, propagated, and kept up, partly by the a^ther.^ 
“ that is, by a very subtile elastic fluid ; partly by the 
“ uniformity, continuity, softness, and active powers 
" of the medullary substance of the brain, spinal mar- 
“ row, and nerves. ’’ 

The modesty and diffidence with which Dr Hartley 
offers his system to the world, by desiring his reader 
‘‘‘ to expect nothing but hints and conjectures in diffi- 
“ cult and obscure matters, and a short detail of the 
“ principal reasons and ^evidences in those that are 
clear ; by acknowledging, that he shall not be able 
“ to execute, with any accuracy, the proper method 
of philosophising, recommended and followed by Sir 
“ Isaac Newton ; and that he will attempt a sketch 
“ only for the benefit of future inquirers,” seem to for- 
bid any criticism upon it. One cannot, without re- 
luctance, criticise what is proposed in such a manner, 
and with so good intention j yet, as the tendency of 
‘this system of vibrations is to make all the operations 
of ‘the mind mere mechanism, dependant on the laws 
of matter and motion ; and as it has been held forth 
by its votaries, as in d manner demonstrated^ 1 shall 
make some remarks on that part of the system which 
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relates to the impressions made on the nerves and brain 
in perception. 

It may be observed in general, that Dr Harilfy’s 
work consists of a chain of propositions, with the-ii 
proofs and corollaries, digested in good order, and in a 
scicntilic form. A great part of them, however, aie, 
as he candidly acknowledges, conjectures and hints 
only ; yet these are mixed with the propositions legiti- 
mately proved, without any distinction. Corollaries 
are drawn from them, and other propositions grounded 
upon them, which, all taken together, make up a sys- 
tem. A system of this kind resembles a chain, ot 
which some links are abundantly strong, others very 
weak. The strength of the chain is determined by 
that of the weakest links ; for if they give way, the 
whole falls to pieces, and the weight, supported by it, 
falls to the ground. 

Philosophy has beetl in all ages adulterated by hy- 
potheses ; that is, by systems built partly Qii facts, and 
much upon conjecture. It is pity that a man of -Dr 
Hartley's knowledge and candour should have fol- 
lowed the multitude in this fallacious tract, after ex- 
pressing his approbation of the proper method of phi- 
losophising, pointed out by Bacon and Newton. The 
last considered it as a reproach, when his system was 
called his hypothesis ; and says, with disdain of such 
imputation, Hifpotheses non fino^o. And it is very 
strange, that Dr Hartley should not only follow such 
a method of philosophising himself, but that he should 
direct others in their inquiries to follow it. So he 
does in Proposition 87. Part 1. where he deduces rules 
for the ascertainment of truth, from the rule of false’iri 
arithmetic, and from the art of decyphering; and in o- 
ther places. 

As to the vibrations and vibratiuncles, whether of an 
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elastic aether, or of the infinitesimal particles of the 
brain and nerves, there may be such things for what 
we know ; and men may rationally inquire whether 
they can find any evidence of their existence ; But 
while we have no proof of their existence, to apply 
them to the solution of phenomena, and to build a sys- 
tem upon them, is, wiiat I conceive, we call, building 
a castle in the air. 

When men pretend to account for any of the opera- 
tions of nature, the causes assigned by them ought, as 
Sir Isaac Newton has taught us, to have two condi- 
tions, otherwise they arc good for nothing. F/rsl^ 
They ought to be true, to have a real existence, and 
not to be barely conjectured to exist without proof. 
Second/jj They ought to be sufficient to produce the 
•.effect. 

As to the existence of vibratory motions in the me- 
dullary substance of the nerves and brain, the evidence 
produced is this : First, It is observed, that the sensa- 
tions of ''seeing anil hearing, and some sensations of 
touch, have some short duration and continuance. 
Second///, Though there be no direct evidence that the 
sensations of taste and smell, and the greater part of 
these of touch, have the like continuance ; yet says 
the author, analogy would incline one to believe, that 
they must resemble the sensations of sight and hearing 
in this particular. Thirdly, The continuance of all 
our sensations being thus established, it follows, that 
external objects impress vibratory motions on the me- 
dullary substance of the nerves and brain ; because no 
motion, besides a vibratory one, can reside in any part 
for a moment of time. 

This is the chain of proof ; in which the first link is 
strong, being confirmed by experience ; the second is 
very weak j and the third still w^e^k^r. For other 
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kinds of motion, besides that of vibration, may have 
some continuance, such as rotation, bending or un- 
bending of a spring, and perhaps others which we are 
unacquainted with ; nor do we know whether it is 
motion that is produced in the nerves, it may I e pres- 
sure, attraction, repulsion, or something we do not 
know. This, indeed, is the common refuge of all hy- 
potheses, that we know no other way in which the 
phenomena may be produced, and therefore they 
must be produced in this way. There is therefore no 
proof of vibrations in the infinitesimal particles of the 
brain and nerv^es. 

It may be thought that the existence of an elastic 
vibrating aether stands on a firmer foundation, having 
the authority of Sir Isaac Newton. But it ought to 
be observed, that although this great man had formed 
conjectures about this aether near fifty years before he 
died, and had it in his eye during that, long space as a 
subject of inquiry ; yet it does not appear that he ever 
found any convincing proof of its existence, »but con- 
sidered it to the last as a question, whether there be 
such an aether or not. In the premonition to the read- 
er, prefixed to the second edition of his Optics, anno 
1717, he expresses himself thus with regard to it : 
“ Lest any one should think that I place gravity among 
y the essential properties of bodies, I have subjoined 
‘‘ one question, concerning its cause ; a question, 1 say, 

for I do not hold it as a thing established.” If, there- 
fore, we regard the authority of Sir Isaac Newton, we 
ought to hold the existence of such an aether as a mat- 
ter not established by proof, but to be examined into 
by experiments ; and I have never heard, that, since 
his time, any new evidence has been found of its exis- 
tence. 

But, says Dr Hartley, “ supposing the existence of 
‘ the aether, and of its properties, to be destitute of 
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** all direct evidence, still,* if it serves to account for 
“ a great variety of phenomena, it will have an 

indirect evidence in its favour by this means.” 
There never was an hypothesis invented by an inge- 
nious man which has not this evidence in its favour. 
The vortices of Des Cartes, the sylphs and gnomes 
of Mr Pope, serve to account for a gveat variety of 
phenomena. 

When a man has, with labour and ingenuity, 
wrought up an hypothesis into a system, he contracts 
a fondness for it, which is apt to warp the best judg- 
ment. This, 1 humbly think, appears remarkably 
in Dr Harlley. In his preface, he declares his ap- 
probation of the method of philosophising recom- 
mended and followed by Sir Isaac Newion ; but 
having first deviated from this method in his practice^ 
he is brought at last to justify this deviation in theory^ 
and to bring arguments in defence of a method dia- 
metrically opposite to it ‘‘ We admit, says he, the 
“ key of a cypher be a true one, when it explains 
“ the cypher completely.” I answer, To find the key 
requires an understanding equal or superior to that 
which made the cypher. This instance, there'ore, 
will then be in point, When he who attempts to de- 
cypher the works of nature by an hypothesis, has an 
understanding equal or superior to that which made 
them. The votaries of hypotheses have often been 
challenged to shew one useful discovery in the works 
of nature that was ever made in that way. If instan- 
ces of this kind could be produced, we ought to con- 
clude that Lord Bacon and Sir Isaac New'ion have 
done great disservice to philosophy, by what they have 
said against hypotheses. But if no such instance can 
be produced, we must conclude with those great men, 
that every system which pretends to account for tlic 

VOL. I, M 



go 


rssAir fi. 


[chap. 3. 


phaenomena of nature by hypotheses or conjecture, 
is spurious and illegitimate, and serves only to flatter 
the pride of man with a vain conceit of knowledge 
which he has not attained. - 

The author tells us, “ that any hypothesis that 
“ has so much plausibility as to explain a consider- 
able number of facts, helps us to digest these facts 
“ in proper order, to bring new ones to light, and 
** to make expermenta cruets for the sake of future iii- 
“ quirers ” 

Let hypotheses be put to any of these uses as far as 
they can serve : Let them suggest experiments, or di- 
rect our inquiries ; but let just induction alone govern 
our belief. 

“ The Vule of false affords an obvious and strong 
“ instance of the possibility of being led, with pre- 
“ cision and certainty, to a true conclusion from a 
“ false position. And it is of the very essence of al- 
gebra, to proceed in the way of supposition.” 

This is true ; but, when brought to justify the ac- 
counting for natural phienomena by hypotheses, is 
foreign to the purpose. When an unknown number, 
or any unknc*wn quantity is sought, which must have 
certain conditions, it may be found in a scientific 
manner by the rule of false, or by an algebraical ana- 
lysis ; and, when found, may be synthetically demon- 
strated to be the number or the quantity sought, by 
its answering all the conditions required. But it is 
one thing to find a quantity which shall have certain 
conditions ; it is a very different thing to find out the 
laws by which it pleases God to > govern the world, 
and produce the phaenomena which fall under our 
observation. And we can then only allow some 
w^eight to this argument in favour of hypotheses, 
when it can be shewn, that the cause of any one phae- 
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nomenon in nature has been, or can be found as an 
* unknown quantity is, by the rule ot false, or by alge- 
braical analysis. This, I apprehend, will never be, 
ttll the aera arrives, which Dr Hartley seems to foretel, 
“ when future generations shall put all kinds of evi- 
“ dences and inquiries into mathematical forms ; 
and, as it w^ere, reduce Aristotle’s ten Categories, 
and Bishop Wilrin’s forty Summa Gtnera^ to the 
“ head of quantity alone, so as to make mathematics, 
^ and logic, natural history, and civil history, natural 
“ philosophy, and philosophy of all other kinds, coin- 
“ cide owm ex parie,^^ 

Since Sir ISaac Newton laid down the rules of 
philosophising in our inquiries into the works of 
ture, many philosophers have deviated from them in 
•.practice ; ^perhaps few have paid that regard to them 
which they deserve. But they have met with very 
general approbation, as being founded in reason, and 
pointing out the only path to the knowledge of na- 
ture'^s works. Dr Hartley is the only author I have 
met with, who reasons against them, and has taken 
pains to find out arguments in defence of the exploded 
method of hypothesis. 

Another condition which Sir Isaac Newton requires 
in the causes of natural things assigned by philoso- 
phers, is, that they be sufficient to account for the 
ph^enomena. Vibrations and vibratmncles of the 
medullary substance of the nerves and brain, are as- 
signed by Dr Hartley to account for all our sensa^ 
tions and ideas, and, in a word, .for all the operations 
of our minds. Let us consider very briefly how far 
they are sufficient for that purpose. 

It would be injustice to this author to conceive him 
^ materialist. He proposes his sentiments with great 
:andour, and they ought not to be carried beyond 

% 



Tihat his words express. He thinks it a consequence 
of his theory, that matter, ilf it can be enciucci with 
the most simple kinds of sensation, might arrive at all 
th it intelligence of which the human mind is possessed. 
He thinks that his theory overturns all the arguments 
that are usually brought for the immateriality of the 
soul, from the sublilty pf the internal senses, and of 
the rational faculty ; but he does not' take upon him 
to determine whether matter pan be endued with sen- 
sation or no. He even acknowledges, that matter 
and motion, however subtiily divided and reasoned 
upon, ' yield nothing more than matter and motion 
bti’l ; and therefore he would not be any way inter- 
preted so as to oppose the immateriality of the soul. 

It would, therefore, be unreasonable to require that 
his theory, of vibrations should, in the proper sense, 
account for our sensations. It w^ould, indeed, be ri- 
diculous in any man to pretend, that thought of any 
kind inuht necessarily result from motion, or that 
vibrations in the nerves must necessarily produce 
thought, any more than the .vibrations of a pendulum. 
Dr Har iLb-Y disclaims this way of thinking, and there- 
iore it ought not to be imputed to him. All that he 
pretends is, that, in the human constitution, there is a 
certain connection between vibrations in the medullary 
substance of the nerves and brain, and the thoughts 
of the mind ; so that the last depend entirely upon 
the first, and every kind of thought in the mind arises 
in consequence of a corresponding vibration, or vibra- 
tjuncle in the nerves and brain. Our sensations arise 
from vibrations, and our ideas from yibratiuncles, ot 
miniature vibrations; and he comprehend?, under these 
IW'J words of seudatiojis and ideas^ all the operations of 
the mind. 

But how can we expect any proof of the conneg- 
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tio\i between vibrations and thought, when the ex- 
istence of such vibrations W’as never proved, liio 
proof of their connection cannot be stronger than the 
proof of their existence : For, as the author acknow- 
ledges, that we cannot infer the existence of the 
thoughts from the existence of the vibrations, it is no 
less .evident, that we cannot infer the existence of vi- 
brations from the existence of our thoughts. The 
existence of both must be known before w^e can know 
their connection. As to the existence of our thoughts, 
we have the evidence of consciousness ; a kind of evi- 
dence that never was called in question. But as to 
the existence of vibrations in the medullary sub- 
stance of the nerves and brain, no proof has yet been 
brought. 

All therefore we have to expect fiom this hypo- 
thesis, is, that in vibrations considcied abstractly, tliere 
should be a variety in kind and degree, which talhes 
jjo exactly with the varieties of the thoughts they a.e 
to- account for, as’ may lead us to suspect some con- 
nection between the one and the other. Jf the di- 
visions and subdivisions of thought be found to rim 
parallel with the divisions and subdivisions of vibra- 
tions, this w^puld give that kind of plausibility to the 
hypothesis of their connection which we commonly 
expect even in a mere hypothesis ; but we do not find 
even this. 

For, to omit all those thoughts and operations which 
the author comprehends under the name of and 
•which he thinks are connected with vibratiuncles ; 

’ to omit the ||Wceptiofi of external objects, which he. 
'ePmprehend^nder the name ^eudalio/is ; to omit 
the sensations, properly so called, which accompany 
our passions and afiections, and to confine ourselves, 
to the sensations which we have by mcajiis of our ex;- 
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ternal senses, we can peiceive no correspondence 
tween the variety we find in their kinds and degiee 
and that which may be supposed in vibrations. 

We have five senses, whose sensations diiTer total] 
in kind. By each of these, excepting perhaps that o 
hearing, we have a variety of sensations, which ditle 
spedJicaJJ/i and not Jn degree onJf. Boiv/nan/ tastes 
and smells are there which are specifically different, 
each of them capable of all degrees of strength and 
vteakness ? Heat and cold, roughness and smoothness, 
hardness and softness, pain and pleasure, are sensations 
of touch that differ in kind, and each has an endless 
variety of degrees. Sounds have the qualities of acute 
and grave, loud and soft, with all different degrees of 
each. The varieties of colour are many more than 
we have names to express. How shall we find va- 
rieties in vibrations corresponding to all this i ariety 
of sensations which we have by our five senses only 
I know two qualities of vibrations in an unitorm 
elastic medium, .md I know no mqfe. They may be 
quick or slow in various degrees, and they may be 
strong or weak in various degrees ; but I .cannot find 
any division of our sensations that will make them 
tally with those divisions of vibrations. If we had no 
other sensations but those of hearing, the theory 
Would answer well ; for sounds are either acute or 
grave, which may answer to quick or slow vibrations ; 
or they are loud or soft, which answer to strong or 
weak vibrations. But then we have no variety of 
vibrations corresponding to the immense variety of 
sensations which we have by sight, sik^ taste, and ' 
touch. 

Dr Hartley has endeavoured to find out other two 
qualities of vibrations, to wit, that they may primarily 
effect one part of the brain or another, and that they 
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may vary in their direction, according as they ente: 
by different external nerves ; but these seem to bt 
a^ded to make a number : For, as far as we know 
•Vibrations in an uniform elastic substance, spread 
over the whole, and in all diiections. H .wever, that 
we may be liberal, we shall gram him four different 
kindi of vibrations, each of them Jming as many de^ 
grees as he pleases. Can he, or any man reduce all 
our sensations to four kinds? We have five semes, 
and by each of them a variety of sensations, r: ore 
than sufficient to exhaust all the varieties we are able 
to conceive in vibrations. 

Dr Hartley, indeed, was sensible of the difficulty 
of finding vibrations to suit all the variety of our 
sensations. His extensive knowledge of physiology 
and pathology could yield him but a feeble aid ; and 
therefore he is often reduced to the necessity of heap- 
ing supposition upon supposition, conjecture upon 
conjecture, to give some credibility to his hypothesis ; 
and, in seeking out” vibrations which may correspond 
with the sensations of one sense, he seems to forget 
that those must be omitted which have bejen appro- 
priated to another. 

Philosophers hive accounted in some degree for our 
various sensations of sound by the vibrations of elastic 
air. But it is to be observed, jirsf That we know 
that such vibrations do really exist ; and, secondlij. 
That they tally exactly with the most remarkable 
phajnomena of sound. . We cannot, indeed, shew how 
any vibration should produce the sensation of sound, 
"this must bewesolved into the will of God, or into 
some cause altogether unknown. But we know, that 
as the vibration is strong or weak, the sound is loud 
or soft. We know, that as the vibration is quick or 
slow, the sound is acute or grave. We can point out 
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that relation of synchronous vibrations which produces 
harmony or discord, and that relation of successive vi- 
brations which produces melody: And all this is not 
conjectured, but proved by a sufficient induction. 
This account of sounds,' therefore, is philosophical; 
although, perhaps, there may be many things relating 
to sound that we cannot account for, and of which the 
causes remain latent. The connections described in 
this branch of philosophy are the work of God, and 
not the fancy of men. 

If any thing similar to this could be shewn in ac- 
counting for all our sensations by vibrations in the 
inedulJary substance of the nerves and brain, it would 
deserve a place in sound philosophy. But, when w© 
are told of vibrations in a substance, which no man 
could ever prove to have vibrations, or to be capable 
of them ; when such imaginary vibrations are brought* 
to account for all our sensations, though we can per- 
ceive no correspondence in their variety of kind and 
degree, to the variety of sensations; the connections 
described in such a system are the creatures of human 
imagination, not the work of God. 

The rays of light mak^ an impression upon the 
optic nerves ; but they make none upon the auditory 
or olfactory. The vibrations of the air make an im- 
pression upon the auditory nerves ; but none upon 
the optic or the olfactory. The effluvia of bodies 
make an impression upon the olfactory nerves ; but 
make none upon the optic or auditory. No man has 
been able to give a shadow of reason for this. While 
this is the case, is it no| better to confess our ignorance 
of the nature of those impressions made upon the 
nerves and brain in perception, than to flatter our 
pride with the conceit of knowledge which we have 
not, and to adulterate philosophy with the spurious 
brood of hypotheses ? 
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Conclusions drawn Jirom the Impressions bejork 
mentioned. 

gOME philosophers among the* ancients, as well 
among the moderns, imagined that man is nothing 
but a piece of matter so' curiously organized, that the 
impressions of external objects’ produce in it sensation, 
perception, remembrance, and all the other operations 
we are conscious of. Thfii foolish opinion could only 
take its rise from observing the constant connection' 
which the Author of Nature hath established between 
eertain impressions ^made upon our senses, and our 
perception of the objects by which the impression is 
'•made; from which they weakly inferred, that those 
impressions were the proper efficient causes of the 
corresponding perception.’ 

But no reasoning, is more fallacious than this, that 
because tv^ things are alwajs conjoined, therefore one 
must be the cahse of the other. Day and niglit have 
been joined in a constant succession since the begin- 
ning of the world ; but who is so foolish as to conclude 
from this, that day is the cause of night, or night the 
Cause of the following day ? There is indeed nothing 
ihore ridiculous than to* imagine that any motioh or 
modification of matter should produce thought. 

If one should tell of a telescope so exactly made as 
to' have the power of sfeeinrg;' of a whispering gallery 
that h^d the power of hearing; of a Cabinet s6 nicely 
framed as to have' the power of memory ; or of a 
machine so delicate' as toTe'el pain when it wa's touched ; 
such absurdities are so shocking to common sense that 
they would not find belief even among savages ; yet it 
is thfe same absurdity to think, that the impressions o£ 
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external objects upon the machine of our bodies, can 
l^the real efficient cause of thought and perception. 
■Passing this therefore as a notion too absurd to admit 
^ reasoning ; another conclusion very generally made 
by philosophers, is, that in perception an impression is 
made upon the mind as well as upon the organ, nerves, 
and brain. Aristotle, as was before observed, thought 
that the form or image of the object perceived, enters 
by the organ of sense, and strikes upon the mind. Mr 
Hume gives the name of impremons to all our percep- 
tions, to all our sensations, and even to the objects 
which we perceive. Mr Locke affirms very positively, 
that the ideas of external objects are produced in our 
minds by impulse, “ that being the only way we can 
‘‘ conceive bodies to operate in.” It ought, however, 
to be observed, in justice to Mr Locke, that he retract- 
ed this notion in his first letter to the Bishop of Wor- 
cester, and promised, in the neit edition of his Essay 
to have that passage rectified ; but either from forget- 
fulness in the author, or negligence in the printer, the 
passage remains in all the subsequent editions I have 
seen. 

There is no prejudice more natural to man, than to 
conceive oi the mind^as having some similitude to 
body in its operations. Hence, men have been prone 
to imagine, that as bodies are put in motion by some 
impulse or impression made upon them by contiguous 
bodies ; so the mind is made to think and to perceive 
by some impression made upon it, or some impulse 
given to it by contiguous objects. If we have such a 
notion of the mind as Homer h^ of his gods, who 
might be bruised or wounded with swords and spears, 
we may then understand what is meant by impressions 
made upon it by a body : But if we conceive the mind 
to be immaterial, of which 1 think we have very strong 
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proofs, we shall find it difficult to affix a meaning to 
impressions made upon it. ^ 

There is a figurative meaning of impressions on tfe 
mind which is well authorised, and of which we took 
notice in the observations njade on that word ; but 
this meaning applies only to objects that are interest- 
ing. To say that an object which I see with perfect 
indifference makes an impression upon my mind, is 
not, as I apprehend, good English. If philosophers 
mean no more but that 1 see the object, why should 
they inveilt an improper phrase to express what every 
man knows how to express in plain English ? 

But it is evident, from the manner in which this 
phrase is used by modern philosophers, that they mean 
not barely to express by it my perceiving an object, 
but to explain the manner of perception. They think 
that the object perceived acts upon the mind, in some 
way similar to that in which one body acts upon 
another, by* making an impression upon it. The im- 
pression upon the mind is conceived to be something 
wherein the mind is altogether passive, and has some 
effect produced in it by the object. But this is a hy- 
pothesis which contradicts the common sense of man- 
kind, and which ought not to be admitted without 
proof. 

When I look upon the wall of my room, the wall 
does not act at all, nor is capable of acting; the per- 
ceiving it is an act or operation in me. That this is 
the common apprehension of mankind with regard to 
perception, is evident from the manner of expressing it 
in all languages. 

The vulgar give themselves no trouble how they 
perceive objects, they express what they are conscious 
of, and they express it with propriety ; but philoso- 
phers have an avidity to know how we perceive ob- 
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jects ; and conceiving some similitude between a body 
that is put in motion, and a mind that is made to per- 
ceive, they are led to think, th^t as the body must ro- 
ceive sonje impulse to make it move, so the mind mu5t 
receive some impulse or impression to make it perceive. 
This analogy seems to be confirmed, by observing 
that we perceive objects only when they make some 
jnipression upon the organs of sense, and upon the 
nerves and brain ; but it ought to be observed, that 
such is the nature of body that it cannot change its 
state, but by some forge impressed upon it. This is 
not the nature of mind. All that we know about it 
shows it to be in its nature living and active, and to 
have the power of perception in its constitution, but 
still within those limits to which it is confined by the 
jaws of Nature. 

It appears, therefore, that this phrase of the mind’s 
having im.pressions made upon it by corppreal objects 
in perception, is either a phrase without'any distinct 
meaning, and contrary to the propriety of the English 
language, or it is grounded upon an hypothesis which 
is destitute of proof. Qn that account, though wg 
grant that in perception there is an impression made 
upon the organ of sense, and upon thg nerves and 
brain, we do not admit that the object makes any im- 
pression upon the mind. 

There is another conclusion drawn from the impres- 
sions made upon the brain in perception, which I con- 
ceive to have no solid foundation, though it has beerj 
adopted very geperaily by philosophers. It is, that by 
the impressions made on the brain, images are forme4 
of the object perceived’; and that the mind, being 
seated in the brain as its chamber of presence, imme- 
diately perceives those images only, and has no per- 
ception of the external object but by them. This 
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ijioUon of our perceiving external objects, not imme- 
diately, but in certain images or species of them con- 
_veyed by the senses, seems to be the most ancient phi- 
Ibsophical hypothesis we have on the subject of per- 
ception, and to have, with small variations, retained 
its authority to this day. 

Aristotle, as was before observed, maintained, that 
the species, images, or forms of external objects, 
coming from the object, are impressed on the mind. 
The followers of Democritus and Epicurus held the 
same thing, with regard to slender films of subtile 
matter coming from tfie object, that Aristotle did 
with regard to his immaterial species or forms. 

Aristotle thought, that every object of human un- 
derstanding enters af first by the senses ; and that the 
notions got by them are by the powers of the mind re- 
fined and spiritualized, so as at last to become objects 
of the most sublime and abstracted sciences. Plato, 
on the other hand, had a very mean opinion of all the 
knowledge we get by the senses. He thought it did 
not deserve the name pf .Knowledge, and could not be 
the foundation of science ; because the objects of sense 
are individuals only, and are in a constant fluctuation. 
All science, according to him, must be employed about 
those eternal and immutable ideas, which existed be- 
fore the objects of sense, and are not liable to any 
change. ' In this there wa,s an essential difference be- 
tween the systems of these two philosophers. The no- 
tion of eternal and immutable ideas, which Plato bor- 
rowed from the Pythagorean school, was totally re- 
jecte4 by Aristotle, who held it as a maxim, that 
there is nothing in the intellect, which was not at first 
in the senses. 

But, notwithstanding this great difference in those 
two ancient systems, they might both agree as to tb'- 
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manner in which we perceive objects by our senses : 
And that they did so, I think, is probable ; because 
Aristotle, as far as I know, neither takes notice of any- 
difference between himself and his master upon this 
point, nor lays claim to his theory of the manner of 
our perceiving objects as his own invention. It^is still 
more probable from the hints which Plato gives in 
the seventh book of his Republic, concerning the 
manner in which we perceive the objects of sense ; 
which he compares to persons in a deep and dark cave, 
who see not external objects themselves, but only their 
shadows, by a light let into the cave through a small 
opening. 

It seems, therefore, probable, that the Pythagoreans 
and Platonists agreed with the Peripatetics in this ge- 
neral theory of perception ; to wit, that the objects of 
sense are perceived only by certain images, or sha- 
dows of them, let into the mind, as into a camera ob- 
scura. 

The notions of the ancients were very various with 
regard to the seat of the soul.- Since it has been dis- 
covered, by the improvements in anatomy, that the 
nerves are the instruments of perception, and of the 
sensations accompanying it, and that the nerves ulti- 
mately terminate in the brain, it has been the general 
opinion of philosophers that the brain is the seat of 
the soul ; and that she perceives the images that are 
brought there, and external things only by means of 
them. 

Des Cartes, observing that the pineal gland is the 
only part of the brain that is single, all the other parts 
being double, and thinking that the soul must have one 
seat, was determined by this tp make that gland the 
soul’s habitation, to which, by means of the animal 
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spirits, intelligence is brought of all objects that affect 
the senses* 

Others have not thought proper to confine the ha- 
bitation of the soul to the pineal gland, but to the brain 
in general, or to some part of it, which they call the 
sensorium. Even the great Newton favoured this o- 
pinion, though he proposes it only as a query, with 
that modesty which distinguished him no less than his 
great genius. “ Is not, says he, the sensorium of ani- 
“ mals, the place where the sentient substance is pre- 
“ sent, and to which the sensible species of things are 
“ brought through the nerves and brain, that there 
“ they may be perceived by the mind present in that 
“ place? And is there not an incorporeal, living,, in-< 
“ telligent, and omnipresent Being, who, in infinite 
“ space, as if it were in his sensorium, intimately per- 
“ ceives things themselves, and comprehends them per- 
fectly, as being present to them ; of which things, 
“ that principles in us which perceives and thinks, 
“ discerns only, in its little sensorium, tlie images 
“ brought to it through the organs of the senses ?” 

His friend. Dr Samuel Clakke, adopted the same 
sentiments with more confidence. In his papers to 
Leibnitz, we find the following passages: “Without 
“ being present to the images of the things perceived, 
“ it (the soul) could not possibly perceive them. A 
“ living substance can only there perceive where it is 
“ present, either to the things themselves, (as the om- 
“ nipresent God is to the whole univcise), or to the 
“• images of things, (as the soul of man is in its pro- 
per sensory.) Nothing can any more act, or be 
acted upon, where it is not present, than it can be 
“ where it is not. We arc sure the soul cannot per- 
“ ceive what it is not present to, because nothing can 
act, or be acted upon, where it is not.'^ 
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Mr Locke expresses himself so upon this point, that 
for the most part, one would imagine, that he thought 
that the ideas, or images of things, which he believed 
to be the immediate Objects of perception, are impres- 
sions upon the mind itself ; yet in some passages, hfe 
rather places them in the brain, and makes them to 
be perceived by the mind there present, “ There 
“ are some, ideas, says he, which have admittance only 
“ through one sense ; and if the organs or the nerves, 
“ which are the conduits to convey them from with- 
“ out to their audience in the brain, the mind’s pre- 
“ sence-room, if I may so call it, are so disordered as 
“ not to perform their function, they have no postern 
“ to be admitted by. 

“ There seems to be a constant decay of all our 
“ ideas, even of those that are struck deepest. The 
“ pictures drawn in our minds are kid in fading co- 
" lours. Whether the temper of the brain makes this 
“ dilfei-ence, that in some it retains the characters 
“ drawn on it like marble, in others like free-stone. 
“ and in others little better than sand, I shall not en- 
“ quire.” 

From these passages of Mr Locke, and others of a 
like nature, it is plain, that he thought that there arc 
images of external objects conveyed to the brain. But 
whether he thought with Des Cartes and Newton, 
that the images in the brain are perceived by the mind 
there present, or that they are imprinted on the mind 
itself, is not so evident. 

Now, with regard to this hypothesis, there are threti 
things that deserve to be considered, because the 
hypothesis leans upon them; and, if any one of 
them fail, it must fall to the ground. The /frs/ is; 
That the soul has its seat, or, as Locke calls it, its pre- 
senco-room,. in the brain. The second. That there are 



t05 


FALSE CONCLUSIONS, 

images formeiJ in the brain of all the objects of senses 
The third, That the mind or soul perceives these 
images in the brain ; and that it perceives not exter- 
nal objects immediately, but only by means of their 
irnages. 

As to the first point, That the Soul has its seat in 
the brain, this, surely, is not so well established, as that 
we can safely build other principles upon it. There 
have been various opinions, and much disputation a- 
bout the place of spirits; whether they have a place? 
and if they have, how they occupy that place ? After 
men had fought in the dark about these points for 
ages, the wiser part seem to have left off disputing a- 
bout them, as matters beyond the reach of the human 
faculties. 

As to ^he second poirit. That images of all the ob- 
jects of sense are formed in the brain, we may venture 
to 'affirm, that there is no proof nor probability of this, 
with regard to any of the objects of sense ; and that 
with regard to the greater part of them, it is words 
without any meaning. 

We have not the least evidence, that the image of 
any external object is formed in the brain. The brain 
has been dissected times innumerable by the nicest 
anatomists ; every part of it examined by the naked 
eye, and with the help of microscopes ; but no vestige 
of an image of any external object was ever found. 
The brain seems to b^ the most improper substance 
that can be imagined*or receiving or retaining ima- 
ges, being a soft moist medullary substance. 

But^how are these images formed ? or whence do 
they come ?. Says Mr Locke, the organs of sense and 
nerves convey them from without. This is just the 
Aristotelian^hypo thesis of sensible species, which mo- 
dern philosophers have been at great pains to refute, 
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and which must be acknowledged to be one of the 
most unintelligible parts of the Peripatetic system. 
Those who consider species of colour, figure, sound, 
and smell, coming from the object, and errterin'g by 
the organs of sense, as a part of the scholastic jargon, 
long ago discarded from sound philosophy, ought to 
have discarded images in the brain along with them. 
There never was a shadow of argument brought by 
any author, to shew that an image of any external ob- 
ject ever entered by any of the organs of sense. 

That external objects make some impression on the 
organs of sense, and by them on the nerves and brain, 
is granted; but that those impressions ’resemble the 
6bjects they ate made by, so as that they may be call- 
ed images of the objects, is most improbable. Every 
hypbthesis thht has been contritred, shews that there 
can be no such resemblance ; for neither the motions 
of animal spirits, nor the vibrations of elastic chords, 
or of elastic aether, or of the infinitesimal ' particles of 
the nerves, can be supposed to resemble the objects 
by which they are excited. ■ 

We know, that, in vision, an image of the visible 
object is formed in the bottom of the eye by the rays 
of light. But we know also, that this image cannot 
be conveyed to the brain, becatise the optic nerve, 
and all the parts that surround it, are opaque and im- 
pervious to the rays of light ; and there is no other 
organ of sense in which any of the object is 

formed. 

It is farther to be observed, that, with regard to some 
objects of sense, we may Uhflerstand what is m<^ant by 
an image of them imprinted on the brain ; but, with 
regard to most objects of sense, the phrase is absolutely 
unintelligible, and conveys no meming at all. As to 
objects of sight, I understand what is meant by an 
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image of their figure in the brain ; But how shall w 
conceive an image of their colour where there is ^1; 
solute darkness ? And as to all other objects of sensr 
except figure and colour, I am unable to conceiv 
wlial'is Hteant by an image of them. Let any mai 
say, what bS^naeaus by an image of Keat and cold, ai 
image of hardness or softness, an image of sound, o 
smell, or taste. The word image, when applied ti 
these objects of sense, has absolutely no piean'pg 
Upon what a weak foundation, then, does this hypo 
thesis stand, when it supposes, that images of all thi 
objects of sense are imprinted on the brain, bein^c 
conveyed thither by the conduits of the organs anc 
nerves. 

The point ip this hypothesis, is, That the mind 
perceives, the images in the brain, and external objects 
only by means of them. This is as improbable, a.^ 
that there are such linages to be perceived. If oui 
powers of perception be not altogether fallacious, the 
objects H'e perceive are not in our brain, but wilhoul 
us. We are so far from perceiving images in the 
brain, that we do not perceive our brain at all j nor 
would any map ever haye known that he had a brain, 
if anatomy had not discovered, by dissection, that the 
brain is a constituent part of the human body. 

To sum up what has been said with regard to the 
organs of perception, and the impressions made upon 
our nerves and brain. It is a law of our nature, e^ta- 
blished by the will of the Supreme Being, that we 
perceive no external object but by means of the or- 
gans giygn us for that purpose. But these organs do 
nnf perceive. The eye is the organ of sight, but it 
sees not. A telescope is an artificial organ of sight. 
The eye is a natural organ of sight, but it sees as little 
as the telescope. We know how the eye forms a pic- 
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ture of the visible object upon the retina ; but how 
this picture makes us see the object we know not ; and 
if experience had not informed u? that such a picture 
is necessary to vision, we should never have known it. 
We can give no reason why the picture sn liie re- 
tina should be followed by vision, while a like picture 
on any other part of the body produces nothing like 
vision. , 

It is likewise a law of our nature, that we perceive 
not external objects, unless certain impressions be made 
by the object upon the organ, and by means of the 
organ upon the nerves and brain. But of the nature 
of those impressions we are perfectly ignorant ; and 
though they are conjoined with perception by the will 
of ot^r Maker, yet it does not appear that they have 
any necessary connection with it in their owin nature, 
far less that they can be the proper efficient cause of 
it. We perceive, because God has given us the power 
of perceiving, and not because we hav& impressions 
from objects. We perceive nothing without those 
impressions, because our Maker has limited and cir- 
cumscribed our powers of perception, by such laws of 
nature as to his wisdom seemed meet, and such as suit- 
ed our rank in his creation. 

CHAP. V. 

Qf Perception. 

F speaking of the impressions made on our organs i4 
perception, we build upon facts borrowed from ana- 
tomy and physiology, for which we have the testimony 
of our senses. But being now to speak of perceptiort 
itself, which is solely an act of the mind, we must ap- 
peal to another authority. The operations of our- 
minds are known not by sense, but by consciousness, 
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the authorily ot which is as certain and as irresistible 
■'as that of sense. 

In order, however, to our having a distinct notion of 
afty of the operations of our own minds, is it not enough 
that 'wS be conscious of them, for all men have this 
consciousness’': It is farther necessary that we attend 
to them while they are exerted, and reflect upon them 
with care, while they arc recent and fresh in ou» me- 
mory. It is necessary that, by employing ourselves 
frequently in this way, we get the habit of this atten- 
tion and reflection ; and therefore, tor the proof of 
facts which I shall have occasion to mention upon this 
subject, I can'only appeal to the reader’s own thoughts, 
whether such facts are not agreeable to what he is con- 
scious of in his own mind. 

If, therefore, we attend to that act of our mind which 
we call the perception of an external object of sense, 
we shall find in it thdse three things. First, Some 
conception* or notion of the object perceived. Secondhf, 
A ■ strong and irresistible conviction and belief of its 
preseni, existence. And, thirdhi. That this conviction 
and belief are immediate, and not the effect of rea- 
soning. 

First, It is impossible to perceive an object without 
having some notion or conception of that which we 
perceive. We may indeed conceive an object which 
we do not perceive ; but when we perceive the object, 
W'e must have some conception of it at the same time ; 
and we have commonly a more clear and steady notion 
of the object while we perceive it, than we have from 
memor}r or imagination when it is not perceived. 
Yet, even in perception, the notion which our senses 
give of the object may be more or less clear, more or 
jess distinct, in all possible degrees. 

Thus we see more distinctly an object at a small 
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than at a great distance. • An object at a great distance 
is seen more distinctly in a clear than in a foggy day, 
An object seen indistinctly with the naked eye,’ on ac- 
count of its smallness, may be seen distinctly -with-a 
microscope. The objects in this room will j^e-at^by 
a person in the room less and less disSi^ctly as the 
light of the day fails ; they pass through all the various 
degrees of distinctness according to the degrees of the 
light, and at last, in total darkness, they are not seen 
at all. What has been said of the objects of sight is 
so easily applied to the objects of the other senses, that 
the application may be left to the reader. 

In a matter so obvious to every person capable of 
reflection, it is necessary only farther to observe, that 
the notion which we get of an object, merely by our 
external sense, ought not to be confounded with that 
more scientific notion which a man, come to the years 
of understanding, may have of the same object, by at- 
tending to its various attributes, or to its various parts, 
and their relation to each other, and to the whole. 
Thus the notion which a child has of a jack for roast- 
ing meat, will be acknowledged to be very different 
From that of a man who understands its construction, 
and perceives the relation of the parts to one another, 
and to the whole. The child sees the jack and every 
part of it as well as the man : The child, therefore, 
has all the notion of it which sight gives ; whatever 
there is more in the notion which the man forms of it, 
must be derived from other powers of the mind, which 
may afterwards be explained. This observation is made 
here only, that we may not confound the opei!;^tjons of 
iifferent powers of the mind, which, by being always 
conjoined after we grow up to understanding, arc apt 
.o pass for one and the same. “ 

Secondly, In perception we not only have a notion 
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• more or less distinct of the object perceived, but also 
irresistible conviction and belief of its existence. 
This* is always the case when we are certain that we 
pejxeive it. There may be a perception so faint and 
. indistinct, >95 to leave us in doubt whether we perceive 
the object or aot. Thus, when a star begins to twinkle 
^ as the light of the sun withdraws, one may, for a short 
time, think he sees it, without being certain, until the 
perception acquires .some strength and steadiness. 
When a ship just begins to appear in the utmost verge 
of the horizon, we may at first be dubious whether we 
perceive it or not : Bat when the perception is in any 
degree clear and steady, there remains no doubt of its 
reality ; and when the reality of the perception is as- 
certained, the existence of the object perceived can no 
^longer be doubted. 

By the laws of all nations, in the jnost solemn judi- 
cial trials wherein mens fortunes and lives are at stake, 
the sentence passes according to the testimony of eye 
or ear witnesses of good credit. An upright judge will 
give a fair hearing to every objection that can be made 
to the integrity of a witness, and allow it to be possible 
that he may be corrupted ; but no judge will ever sup- 
pose, that witnesses may be imposed upon by trusting 
to their eyes and ears : And if a sceptical counsel 
should plead against the testimony of the witnesses, 
that they had no orher evidence for what they declared 
but the testimony of their eyes and ears, and that we 
ought not to put so much faith in our senses, as to de • 
prive men of life or fortune .upon their testimony , 
surely nr'upright judge would admit a plea of this kind, 
r believe no counsel, however sceptical, ever dared to 
offer such an argument ; and if it was offered, it would 
be rejected with disdain. 

Can any stronger proof be given, that it is the uni- 
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Tcrsal judgment of mankind thal the evidence of sense 
is a kind of evidence which we may securely rest upoi? 
in the most momentous concerns of mankind : That 
it is a kind of evidence against which we ought not 
to admit any reasoning ; and therefore, rea- 

son either for or agamst it, is an insult to common 
sense ? 

The whole conduct of mankind, in the daily oc- 
currences of life, as well as the solemn procedure of 
judicatories in the trial of causes, civil and criminal, 
demonstrates this. I know only of two exceptions that 
may be offered against this being the universal belief 
©f mankind. 

The first exception is that of some lunatics, who 
have been persuaded of things that seem to contradict 
the clear testimony of their senses. It is said there 
have been lunatics and hypochondriacal persons, who 
seriously believed themselves to be made of glass ; and) 
in consequence of this, lived in cbntinual tdrror of hav- 
ing thpir brittle frame shivered into pieces. 

All I hare to say to this i^ that our minds, in out’ 
present state, are as well as our bodies, liable to strong 
disorders ; and as we do not judge of the natural con- 
stitution of the body, from the disorders or diseases to 
which it is subject from accidents, so neither ought 
we to judge of the natural powers of the mind ffora 
its disorders, but from its sound state. It is natural to 
man, and comrrton to the species, to have two hands 
and two feet ; yet I have seen a man, and a yery inge*- 
nious one, who was bqrn without ^either hands or feef. 
It is natural to roan to have faculties superioi; to those 
of brutes ; yet we see some individuals, whose faculties 
are not equal to those of many brutes ; and the wisest 
man may, by various accidents, l>e reduced to this 
state. General rules that regard those whose intellects 
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dvt sDiind, are not overthrown by instances of meh 
^vhose intellects are hurt by any constitutional oj ac- 
cidental disorder. 

^•The other exception that may be made to the prirt^. 
ciple we have laid down, is that of some philosophers 
who have maintained, that the testimony of Sense is 
fallacious, and therefore ought never to be trusted. 
Perhaps it might be a sufficient answer to this to say, 
that there is nothing so absurd which some philoso- 
phers have not maintained. It is one thing to profess 
a doctrine of this kind, another seriously to believe it, 
and to be governed by it in the conduct of life. It is 
evident, that a man who did not believe his senses^ 
could not keep out of harm^s way an hoiir of his life ; 
yet, in all the history of philosophy, we never read of 
any sceprtic that ever stepped into fire or water because 
‘he did not believe his senses, or that shewed, in the 
conduct of life, less trust in his senses than other men 
have. This gives us just ground to apprehend, that 
philosophy was never able to conquer that natural be- 
lief which men have in their senses ; and that all their 
subtile reasonings against this belief were never able to 
persuade themselveSi 

It appears, therefore, that the clear and distinct tes- 
timony of our sensed carries irresistible conviction along 
with it, to every man in his right judgtUent. 

I observed, thirdltf^ That this conviction not only 
irresistible, but it is inlmediate ; that is^ it is not by a 
train of reasoning and argumentation that we come to 
be convlpced of the existence of what we perceive ; 
we ask ^^o argument for the existence of the object, but 
that we j^erceive it; perception commands our belief 
upon^its own authority, ,and disdains to rest its autho- 
rity upon any reasoning whatsoever. 

The conviction of a truth may be irresistible, and 
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yet not immediate. Thus, my conviction that the 
.three angles of every plain triangle, are equal to two 
right angles, is irresistible, but it is not immediate : I 
am convinced of it by demonstrative reasoning.- There 
are other truths in mathematics of which we Have not 
only an irresistible, but an immediate conviction. Such 
are the axioms Our belief of the axioms in mathema- 
tics is not grounded upon argument. Arguments are 
grounded upon them, but their evidence is discerned 
immediately by the human understanding. 

It is, no doubt, one thing to have an immediate con- 
viction of a self-evident axiom ; it is another thing to 
have an immediate conviction of the existence of what 
we see : But the conviction is equally immediate and 
equally irresistible in both cases. No man thinks of 
seeking a reason to believe what he sees ; and, before 
we are capable of reasoning, we put no less confidence 
in our senses than after. The rudest savage is as fully 
convinced of what he sees, and hears, and 'Feels, as the 
most expert logician. The coilStitution of our under- 
standing determines us to hold the truth of a mathe- 
matical axiom as a first principle, from which other 
truths may be dc*duced, but it is deduced from none ; 
^nd the constitution of our power of p^^rception deter- 
mines us to hold the existence of what we distinctly 
perceive as a first principle, from which other truths 
may be deduced, but it is deduced from none. What 
lias been said of the irresistible and immediate belief of 
the existence of objects distinctly perceived, I mean 
3nly to affirm with regard to persons so far advanced 
n understanding, as to distinguish objects^ ©f mere 
imagination from things which have a real existence. 
Kvery man knows that he may have a notion of Don 
Quixote, or of Garagantua, without any belief that such 
persons ever existed ; and that of Julius Csesar and of 
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Oliver Cromwell, he has not only a notion, but a belief 
•ihat they did really exist. But whether children, from 
the time that they begin to use their senses, mal<;e a 
distinction bet w'’een things which are only conceived 
or imagined, and things which really exist, may be 
doubted. Until we are able to make this distinction, 
we cannot properly be said to believe or to disbelieve 
the existence of any thing. The belief of the exis- 
tence of any thing seems to suppose a notion of exist- 
ence ; a notion too abstract, perhaps, to enter into the 
mind of an infant. I speak of the power of percep- 
tion in those that are adult, and of a sound mind, w^ho 
believe that there are some things which do really 
exist; and that there are many things conceived by 
themselves, and by others, which have no existence. 
vThat such persons do invariably ascribe existence to 
every thing which they distinctly perceive, without 
seeking reasons or arguments for doing so, is perfectly 
evident from the whole tenor of human life. 

The account I have* given of our perception of ex- 
ternal objects, is intended as a faithful delineation of 
what every man, come to years of understanding, and 
capable of giving attention to what passes in his own 
mind, may feel in himself. In what manner the no- 
tion of external objects, and the immediate belief of 
their existence, is produced by means of onr senses, I 
am not able to shew, and 1 do not pretend to shew. If 
the power of perceiving external objects in certain cir- 
cumstances, be a part of the original constitution of 
the humai^ mind, all attempts to* account for it will be 
vain; .No other account can be given of the constitu- 
tion of things, but the will of Him that made them. 
As we can give no reason why matter is extended and 
inert, why the mind thinks, and is conscious of its 
thoughts, but the will of Him who made both ; so I 
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suspect we can give no other reason why, in certain 
circumstances, we perceive external objects, and in'^ 
others do not. . 

'i'he Supreme Being intended, that we should have 
such knowledge of the material objects that surround 
us, as is necessary in order to our supplying the wants 
of nature, and avoiding the dangers to which we are 
constantly exposed ; and he has admirably fitted our 
powers of perception to this purpose. If the intelli- 
gence we have of external objects were to be got by 
reasoning only, the greatest part of men would be des- 
titute of it ; for the greatest part of men hardly ever 
learn to reason ; and in infancy and childhood no man 
can reason : Therefore, as this intelligence of the ob- 
jects that surround us, and from which we may receive 
so much benefit or harm, is equally necessary to chil- 
dren and to men, to the ignorant and to the learned, 
God in his wisdom conveys it to us in a way that puts 
all upon a level. The information of thfe senses is as 
perfect, and gives as full con^^ction to the most igno- 
rant, as to the most learned.^ 


C H A P. Vk 

What it is to account for a Phcmomenon in Nature^ 

object placed at a proper distance, and in a 
good light, while the eyes arc shut, is not per- 
ceived at all ; but no sooner do we open our eyes upon 
it, than we have, as it were by inspiration, a certain 
knowledge of its existence, of its colour, ^gure, and 
distance. This is a fact which every one knows. /Phe 
vulgar are satisfied with knowing the fact, and give 
themselves no trouble about the cause of it : But a phi- 
losopher is impatient to know how this event is pro- 
duced, to account for it, or assign its cause. 



ACCOUNT OF A PHENOMENON. 1 IT 

This avidity to know the causes of things is the 
parent of all philosophy true and false. Men of spe- 
culation place a great part of their happiness in such 
JfRowledge. Felix (jui potuit rerum cognoscere causas, 
lias always been a sentiment of human nature. But 
as, in the pursuit of other kinds of happiness, men 
often mistake the road, so in none have they more 
frequently done it, than in the philosophical pursuit of 
the causes of things. 

It is a dictate of common sense, that the causes we 
assign of appearances ought to be real, and not fictions 
of human imagination. It is likewise self-evident, that 
such causes ought to be adequate to the eflfects that arc 
conceived to be produced by them. 

That those who are less accustomed to inquiries 
into the causes of natural appearances, may the better 
understand what it is to shew the cause of such appear- 
ances, or to account for them ; I shall borrow a plain 
instance of'a ph?Enomenon or appearance, of which a 
full and satisfactory* Account has been given. The 
phaenomenon is this : That a stone, or any heavy body, 
falling from a height, continually increases its velocity 
us it descends ; so that if it acquire a certain velocity 
in one second of time, it will have twice that velocity 
at the end of two seconds, thrice at the end of three 
seconds, and so on in proportion to the time. This 
accelerated velocity in a stone falling must have been 
observed from the beginning of the world ; but the 
. first person, as far as we knoW% who accounted for it in 
a proper^ and philosophical manner, was the famous 
G.UILEO ; after innumerable false and fictitious ac- 
counts had been given of it, ‘ 

He observed, that bodies once put in motion, con- 
tinue that motion with the same velocity, and in the 
same direction, until they be stopped or retarded, or 
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have the direction of their motion altered, by some 
force impressed upon them. This property of bodieS’ 
is called their inerUa, or inactivity ; for it implies no 
more than that bodies cannot of themselves change, 
their stale from rest to motion, or from motion to rest. 
He observed also, that gravity acts constantly and 
equally upon a body, and therefore will give equal 
degrees of velocity to a body in equal times. From 
these principles, which are known from experience to 
be fixed laws of Nature, Galileo shewed, that heavy 
bodies must descend with a velocity uniformly acce- 
lerated, as by experience they are found to do. 

For if the body by its gravitation acqiiire a certain 
velocity at the end of one second, it would, though its 
gravitation should cease that moment, continue to go 
on with that velocity but its gravitation continues, 
and will in another second give it an additional velo- 
city, equal to that which it gave in the first ; so that 
the whole velocity at the end of two seconds m\\ be 
twice as great as at the end of one. In like manner, 
this velocity being continued through the third second, 
and having the same addition by gravitation as in any 
of the preceding, the whole velocity at the end of the 
third second will be thrice as great as at the end of the 
first, and so on continually. 

We may here observe, that the causes assigned of 
this phcTnomenon are two : lursi, That bodies once 
put in motion, retain their velocity and their direction, 
until it is changed by some force impicssed upon 
them. Secondly, That the weight or gravitation of a* 
body is always the same. These are law's of nature, 
confirmed by universal experience, and therefore are 
not feigned, but true causes ; then, they are precisely 
adequate to the effect ascribed to them ; they must 
necessarily produce that very motion in descending 
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bodies which we find to take place ; and neither more 
nor less. The account therefore given of this pheno- 
menon is just and philosophical; no other will ever 
heu'equired or admitted by those who understand this. 

It ought likewise to be observed, that the causes as- 
signed of this phaenomenon are things of which we can 
assign no cause. Why bodies once put in^ motion con- 
tinue to move ; w^hy bodies constantly gravitate to- 
wards the earth with the same force, no man has 
been able to shew. These are facts confirmed '^by 
universal experience, and thev must no doubt have a 
cause ; but their cause is unknown, and we call them 
laws of nature, because we know no cause of llicm 
but the will of the Supreme Being. 

But may we not attempt to imd the cause of gravi- 
^ iation, and v)f other phaenomena which we call laws of 
nature ? No doubt v/e may. We know not the limit 
which has been set to human knowledge, and our 
knowledge of the works of God can never be carried 
too far: But, supposrn*^ gravitation to be accounted 
for, by an aethereal elastic medium for instance, this 
can only be done, fitst. By proviqg the existence and 
the elasticity of this medium ; and, sccomlii/. By shew- 
ing, that this medium must necessarily produce that 
gravitation which bodies are known to have. Until 
this be done, gravitation is not accounted for, nor is 
its cause known ; and when this is done, the elasticity 
of this m'edium will be considered as a law of n:Uure, 
whose cause is unknown. The chain of natural cau- 
ses has, noj: unfitly, been compared to a chain hanging 
dowp from heaven : A link that is discovered supports 
the links below it, but it must itself be supported ; and 
that which supports it must be supported, until we 
come to the first link, which is supported by the 
throne of the Almighty. Every natural cause must 
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have a cause, until we ascend to the first cause which, 
is uncaused, and operates not by necessity, but by 
will. 

By what has been said in’ this chapter, those whf 
are but little acquainted with philosophical inquiries 
may see what is -meant by accounting- for a phaeno- 
menon, or shewing its cause, w hich ought to be w'cli 
understood, in order to judge of the theories by which 
philosophers have attempted to account for our per 
oeption of external objects by the senses. 

CHAP. VII. 

SentimenU oj Philosophers about the Perception of Ex 
ieipai Objects ; and, Jirst, 

OJ the Thcorii of Father Malebraxche. 

J^OW the correspondence is carried pn between 
the thinking principle within us, and the ma- 
terial world without us, -has always 'been found a 
very difficult problem to thok philosophers who think 
themselves obliged to account for every phosnomenon 
in nature. Many philosophers, ancient and modern, 
have employed their invention to discover how we arc 
made to perceive external objects by our senses : And 
there appears to be a very great uniformity in their 
sentiments in the main, notwithstanding their variations 
in particular points. 

Plato illustrates chxr manner of perceiving the ob** 
jects of sense, in this manner : He supposes a dark 
subterraneous cave, in which men lie bound in such^ a 
manner, that they can direct their eyes only to one 
part of the cave : Far behindv there is a light, some 
rays of which come over a wall to that part of the 
cave which is. before the eyes of our prisoners^ A 
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number of persons, variously employed, pass between 
them and the light, whose shadows are seen by the 
prisoners, but not the persons themselves. 

In this manner, that philosopher conceived, that, by 
our senses, we perceive the shadows of things only, 
and not things themselves. He seems to have bor- 
rowed his notions on this subject from the Pythago- 
reans, a.nd they very probably from PythagoR-as him- 
self. If we make allowance for Plato’s allegorical 
genius, his sentiments on this subject cotfespond very 
well with those of his scholar ArisTotle, and of the 
Peripatetics. The shadows of Plato may very well 
represent the species and phantasms of the Peripatetic 
school, and the ideas and impressions of modern phi- 
losophers. 

Two thousand years after Plato, Mr Lock:e, who 
skidied the operations of the human mind so much, 
and with so great success, represents our manner of 
perceiving External objects, by a similitude very much 
resembling that of the cave. “ Methinks, says he, 
“ the understanding is no.t much unlike a closet whol- 
“ ly shut from light, with only some little opening left, 
“ to let in external visible reseniblances, or ideas of 
“ things without. Would the pictures coming into 
“ such a dark room but stay there, and lie so orderly 

as to be found upon occasion, it would very much 
“ resemble the understanding of a man, in reference 
‘‘ to all objects of sight, and the ideas of them.” 

.Plato’s subterranean caive, and Mr Locke’s dark 
closet, may be applied with ease to all the systems of 
•perception that have been invented : For they all 
suppose that we perceive not external objects immedi- 
ately, and that the immediate objects of perception are 
Only certain shadows of'the external objects. Those 
shadows or images. Which we immediately perceive^, 

VOL. I. Q_ 
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were by the ancients^ called species, Jams, phantasms. 
Since tKe time oFDes Cartes, they have commonly 
been called Ideas, and by Mr Hume impressions. But 
all philosophers, from Plato to Mr Hume, agree in 
this, That we do not perceive external objects imme- 
diately, and that the immediate object,, of perception 
must be some image present to the mnid. So far therp 
appears an unanimity, rarely to be found araqng phi- 
losophers on such abstruse points. 

If it should be asked. Whether, according to the 
opinion of philosophers, we perceive the images or 
ideas only, and infer the existence and qualities of the 
external object trom what we perceive in the image ? 
Or, whether we really perceive the external object as 
well as its image ? The answer to this question is not 
quite obvious. 

On the one hand, philosophers, if we except Berke- 
ley and Hume, believe the existence of external ob- 
jects of sense, and call them objects 'of percep- 
tion, though not immediate- objects. But what 
they mean by a mediate object of perception, I do 
not find clearly explained ; whether they suit their 
language to popular opinion, and mean tliat we 
perceive external objects in that figurative sense, in 
which we say that we perceive an absent friend when 
we look on his picture ; or whether they mean, that 
really, and without a figure, we perceive both the ex- 
ternal object and its idea in the mind. If the last be 
their meaning, it would follow, that, in every instance 
of perception, there is a double object perceived : That 
I perceive, for instance, one sun in the heavens, and' 
another in my owm mind. But 1 do not find that'they 
affirm this ; and, as it contradicts the experience of all 
mankind, I will not impute it'to them. 

. It seems, therefore, that their opinion is, That w'e 
^0 not really oerceive the external object, but the in- 
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ternalonly; and that when they speak of perceiving 
external objects, they mean it only in a popular or in 
a r. curative sense, as above explained. Several rea- 
sons lead me to think this to be the opinion of philo- 
sophers, beside what is mentioned above. First, If 
we do really perceive the eitternal object itself, there 
seems to be no necessity, no use, for an image of it. 
Secondly, Since the time of Des Cartes, "philosophers 
have very generally thought that the existence of ex- 
ternal objects of sense requires proof, and can only be 
proved from the existence of their ideas. Fhirdlij, 
The way in which philosophers speak of ideas, seems 
to imply that' they are the only objects of perception.. 

Having endeavoured to explain what is common 
to philosophers in accounting for our perception of 
external- objects, we shall give some detail of their 
• differences. 

The ideas by which we perceive external objects, 
are said by some to be the ideas of the Deity ; but it 
has been more generally thought, that every man’s 
ideas are proper to himself, and are either in his mind, 
or in his sensnrmm, w|j||^re the mind is immediately' 
present. The //Vs/ is the theory of Malebranche ; the 
second we shall call the common theory. 

With regard to that of Malebranche, it seems to 
have some affinity with the Platonic notion of ideas, 
but is not the same. Plato believed that there are 
three eternal first principles, from which all things 
. have their origin ; n.atter, ideas, and an efficient cause. 
Matter '\s that of which all things are made, which, 
by all the ancient philosophers, was conceived to be 
eternal. Ideas are fortns without matter of every 
kind of things which can exist ; which forms were 
also conceived by Plato to be eternal and immutable, 
and to be the models or patterns by which the ef- 



1^4 


EiSSAY II. 


[chap. 7. 


ficient cause, that is the Deity, formed every part of 
this universe. These ideas were conceived to be the 
sole objects of science, and indeed of all true kncrv- 
ledge. While we are imprisoned in the body, we are 
prolie to give attention to the objects of sense only ; 
but these being individual things, and- in a constant 
fluctuation, being indeed shadows rather than realities, 
cannot be the object of real knowledge. All sci- 
ence is employed, not about individual things, but 
about things universal and abstract from matter. 
Truth is eternal and immutable, and therefore must 
hate' for its object eternal and immutable ideas ; these 
we are capable of contemplating in some degree even 
in our present state, but not without a certain purifi- 
cation of mind, and abstraction from the objects of 
sense. Such, as far as- 1 ani abl&-to comprehend, 
were the sublime notion's of Plato, and probably of 
PythaOoras. ■■ ‘ . 

The philosophers of the Alexandrian school, com- 
monly called the latter Platonisfs,''seem to have adopt- 
ed the same system ; but with this diflerence, that 
they made the eternal ideas 4 j|)t to be a principle dis- 
tinct from the Deity, but tb be in the divine intel- 
lect, as the objects of those conceptions which the di- 
vine mind must from all eternity have had, not only 
of every thing which he. has made, but of every pos- 
sible existence, and of all the relations of things ; By 
a proper purification and abstraction from the object? 
of sense, we may be in some measure united to the. 
Deity, and in the eternal light be enabled to discern 
the most sublime intellectual truths. 

These Platonic notions, grafted upon Christianity, 
probably gave rise to the sect called Mystics, which, 
though in its spirit and principles extremely opposite 
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but by means of images or ideas of them present to 
the mind. “ I suppose, says he, that every one wil} , 
“ grant that we perceive not the objects that are 
“ without us immediately, and of themselves. We 
“ see the sun, the stars, and an infinity of objects 
“ without us ; and it is not at all likely that the soul 
“ sallies out of the body, and, as it were, takes a walk 
“ through the heavens to contetnplate all those ob- 
“ jects ; She sees them not, therefore, by themselves ; 

“ and the immediate object of tfie mind, when it sees 
“ the sun, for example, is not the sun, but something 
“ which is intimately united to the soul ; and it is 
“ that which I call an idea ; So that by the word idea, 

“ I understand nothing else here but that which is 
“ the immediate object, or nearest to the mind, when 
“ we perceive any object. It ought to be .carefully , 
“ observed, that in ordfer to the mind’s perceiving afty 
“ object, it is absolutely necessary that the idea of 
that object be actually present to it. Of this it is 
“ not possible to doubt. The things which the soul 
“ perceives are of two kinds.. They are either in the 
“ soul, or they are without the soul ; Those that are 
“ in the soul are its own thoughts, that is to say, all 
“ its different modifications. The soul has no need 
“ of ideas for perceiving these things. But with re- 
“ gard to things without the soul, we cannot perceive 
“ them but by means of ideas.” 

Having laid this foundation, as a principle which 
was common to all philosophers, and which admitted 
of no doubt, he proceeds to enumerate all tfie possible 
ways by which the ideas of sensible objects may be 
presented to the mind; Either, /iVi/, they come from 
the bodies which we perceive ; or, secondly, the soul 
has the power of producing them in itself ; or, thirdly, 
they are produced by the Deity, either in our creation. 
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or occasionally as there is -use for them ; oXy fourthhf^ 
^the soul has, in itself virtually and eminently, as the 
Schools speak, all the perfections which it perceives 
in bodies ; .or, jifthlify the soul is united with a being 
. possessed of all perfection, who has in himself the 
ideas qf all created things. 

This he takes to be a complete enumeration of all 
the possible ways in which the ideas of external ob- 
jects may be presented to our minds : He ernploys a 
whole chapter upon each ; refuting the four first, and 
confirming the last by various arguments. The 
Deity, being always present to our minds in a more 
intimate manner than any other being, may, upon 
occasion of the impressions made on our bodies, dis- 
cover to us, as far as he thinks proper, and according 
to fixed laws, his own ideas of the object ; and thus 
.we see all things in God, or in the divine ideas. 

However visionary this system may appear on a 
superficial view, yet when we consider, that he agreed 
with the whole tribe -of philosophers in conceiving 
ideas to be the immediate objects of perception, and 
that he found insuperable difficulties, and even absur- 
dities in every other hypothesis concerning them, it 
will not appear so wonderful that a man of very great 
genius should fall into this ; and probably it pleased 
so devout a man the more, that it sets in tlic most 
striking light our dependence upon God, and his con- 
tinual presence with us. 

He distinguished more accurately than any philoso- 
pher had done before, the objects which we perceive 
' from the sensations in our own minds, which by the 
laws of nat.ure always accompany the percepuon of 
the object. As in many things, so particulaily in 
.this he* has great mciit: For this, 1 apprehend, is a 
key that opens the way to a right understanding both 
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of our external senses’, and of other powers of the 
mind. The vulgar confound sensatbn with other 
powers of the mind, and with their objects, bec^us^ 
the purposes of life do not make a distinction, neces- 
sary. The confounding of these in common language 
has led philosophers, in one period, to make those 
things external which really are sensations in our own’ 
minds ; and in another period, running, - as is usual, 
into the contrary extreme, to make almost every thing 
to be a sensation or feeling in our minds. 

It is obvious that the system of Malebranche leaves 
no evidence of the existence of a material world, from 
what we perceive by our senses ; for the divine ideas, 
which are the objects immediately perceived, were the 
same before the world was created. Malebranche 
W'as too acute not to discern this consequence of his 
system, and too candid not to acknowledge it : He 
fairly owns it, and endeavours to make advantage of 
it, resting the complete evidence we have' of the exis- 
tence of matter upon the authority of revelation : 
He shews that the arguments brought by Des Cartes 
to prove the existence of a material world, though as 
good as any that reason could furnish, are not perfect- 
ly conclusive ; and though he acknowledges with 
Des Cartes, that we feel a strong propensity to be- 
lieve the existence of a material world, yet he thinks 
this is not sufficient ; and that to yield to such pro- 
pensities without evidence, is to expose ourselves to 
perpetual delusion. He thinks, therefore, that the 
only convincing evidence we have of tlie existence of 
a material world is, that we are assured by revelation 
that God created the heavens and the earth, and that 
the Word was made flesh : He is sensible of the ridi- 
cule to which so strange an opinion may expose him. 
among those who are guided by prejudice ; but, for 
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the sake of truthl he is willing to bear it. But no 
• :^uthor, not even Bishop Berkeley, hath shewn more 
clearly, that either upon his own System, or upon the 
common principles of philosophers with regard to 
•ideas, we have no evidence left, either from reason of 
from our senses, of the existence of a material world. 
It is no more than justice to father Malebranche to 
acknowledge, that Bishop Berkeley’s arguments are 
to be found in him in their whole force. 

Mr Norris, an English divine, espoused the system 
of Malebranche, in his Essay towards the Theory of 
the Ideal or Intellectual World, published in two vo- 
lumes 8vo. anno I701. This author has made a feeble 
effort to supply a defect which is to be found not in 
Malebranche only, but in almost all the authors who 
have treated of ideas ; I mean, to prove their exis- 
tence. He has employed a whole chapter to prove, 
that material things cannot be an immediate object of 
perception. His arguments arc these ; isf, They are 
without the mind, arid therefore there can be no union 
between the object artd the percipient. 2<%, They 
are disprdportioned to the mind, and removed from it 
by the whole diameter of being, Because, if 

material objects were immediate objects of perception, 
there could be no physical science ; things necessary 
and immutable being the only objects of science. 

If material things were perceived by them- 
selves, they would .be a true light to our minds, as 
being the iritelligible form of oUr understandings, and 
Consequently perfecti'fe df them, and indeed superior 
ta them. 

MalebrancHe’s system waS adojited by many de- 
vout people in France bf both sexes ; but it seems to 
have had no great currency in other countries. Mr 
Locke wrote a small tract against it, which is found 
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among his. posthumous works ; But' whether it was 
written in haste, or after the vigour of his understand^ 
ing was impaired by age, there is less ;of strength and 
solidity in it, than in most of his writings. The most 
formidable antagonist Malebranche met with was in 
his own country ; Antony Arnauld, doctor' of the 
Sorbonne, and One of the acutest writers the Jansenists 
have to boast of, though that sect has produced many. 
Those who choose to sec this system, attacked on the 
one hand, and defended on the other, with subtilty of 
argument, and elegance of expression, and on the part 
of Arnauld with much wit and humour, may find sa- 
tisfaction by reading Malebranche’s Inquiry after 
Truth; Arnauld’s book of True and False Ideas; 
Malebranche’s Defence ; and some subsequent replies 
and defences. In controversies of this kind, the assail- 
ant commonly has the advantage, if they are not un- 
equally matched ; for it is easier to overturn all the 
theories of philosophers upon this subject, than to de- 
fend any one of them. Mr BAvtfe makes a very just 
remark upUn this controversy, that the arguments of 
Mr Arnauld against the system of Malebranche 
were often unanswerably, but they were capable of 
being retorted against his own system ; and his inge- 
pious antagonist knew well how to use this defence. 

CHAP. VIII. 

Of the common Theory (f Perception, anil of the Sen- 
timents oj the Peripatetics, and ^‘Des Cartes. 

^HIS theory in general is, that we perceive external 
objects only by certain images which are in our 
minds, or in the sensorium to which the mind is im- 
mediately present. Philosophers, in different ages,- 
have differed both in the names they have given to 
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those images, and in their notions concerning them. 
, It woiild be a laborious task to enumerate all their va- 
flations, and perhaps would not requite the labour. I 
shall only give a sketch of the principal differences 
. with regard to their names and their nature. 

By Aristotle and the Peripatetics, the images pre. 
sented to our senses were called sensible species or jorms ; 
those presented to the memory or imagination were 
called phantasms ; and those presented to the intellect 
were called intelligible species ; and they thought, that 
there can be no perception, no imagination, no inteL 
lection, without species or phantasms. What the an- 
cient philosophers called • species, sensible and intelli- 
gible, and phantasms, in later times, and especially 
since the time of Des Cartes, came to be called by 
the common name of ideas. The Cartesians divided 
.oar ideas into three classes, those of sensation, of ima^ 
gination, and of pure intellection. Of the objects of 
sensation arid imagination, they thought the images are 
in the brain, but of'”objects that are incorporeal, the 
images are in the understanding; or pure intellect. 

Mr Locke, taking the word idea in the same sense 
as Des Cartes had done before him, to signify, what- 
ever is meant by phantasm, notion, or species, divides 
ideas into those of sensation, and those of reflection ; 
meaning by the first, the ideas of all corporeal objects, 
whether perceived, remembered, or imagined ; by the 
second, the ideas of the powers and operations of our 
minds. What Mr Locke calls ideas, Mr Hume divides 
into two distinct kinds, impressions and ideas. The 
difference betwixt these, he says, consists in the degrees 
of force and liveliness with which they strike upon the 
mind. Under impressions he comprehends all our sen- 
•sations, passions and emotions, as they make their first 

2 
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appearance in the soul. By ideas he means the faint 
images of these in thinking and reasoning. 

Dr Hartley gives the same meaning to ideas as Mr 
Hume does, and what Mr Hume calls impressions, he 
calls sensations ; conceiving our sensations to he occa- 
sioned by vibrations of the infinitesimal particles of 
the brain, and ideas by miniature vibrations, or vibra- 
tiuncles. Such differences we find among philosophers, 
with regard to the name of those internal images of 
objects of sense, which they hold to be the irapiediate 
objects of perception. 

We shall next give a short detail of the sentiments 
of the Peripatetics and Cartesians, of Locre, Berkeley, 
and Home, concerning them. 

Aristotle seems to have thought that the soul con- 
sists of two parts, or, rather, that we have two souls, 
the animal and the rational ; or, as he calls them, the 
soul and the intellect. To the yfrsr, belong the senses, 
memory, and imagination ; to the last, judgment opi- 
nion, belief, and ' reasoning. The first we have in 
common with brute animals ; the last is peculiar to 
man. The animal soul he held to be a certain form 
of the body, which is inseparable from it, and perishes 
at death. To this soul the senses belong : And he de- 
fines a sense to be that which is capable of receiving 
the sensible forms, or species of objects, without any 
of the matter of them ; as wax receives the form of 
the seal without any of the matter of it. The forms 
of sound, of colour, of taste, and of other sensible qua- 
lities, are in like manner received by the senses. 

It seems to be a necessary consequence of Aristo- 
tle’s doctrine, that bodies are constantly sending forth, 
in all directions, as many different kinds of forms with- 
out matter as they have different sensible qualities;, 
for the forms of colour must enter by the eye, the 
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ibrms of sound by the ear, and so of the other senses. 
.This accordingly was maintained by the followers of 
Xristotle, though, not, as far as 1 know, expressly 
mentioned by himself. They disputed concerning, 
the nature of. tlipse forms, or species, whether they 
were real beings or non-entities ; and some held them 
to be of an intermediate nature between the two. The 
whole' doctrine of the Peripatetics and schoolmen con- 
cerning forms, substantial and accidental, and concern- 
ing the transmission of sensible species from objects 
of sen^e to the mind, if it be at all intelligible, is so 
far above my comprehension, that I should perhaps do 
it injustice, by entering into it more minutely. Male- 
rranche, in his Recherche de Ut V ente, has employed 
a chapter to shew, that material objects do not send 
forth sensible species of their several sensible qualities, 

. -The great revolution which Dts Cartes produced 
in philosophy, was the effect of a superiority of genius, 
aided by the circumstances of the times. Men had, 
for more than a thousand years, looked up to Aris- 
totle as an oracle in philosophy. His authority was 
the test of truth. The small remains qf the Platonic ■ 
system were confined to a few Mystics, whose princi- 
ples and manner of life dre\y little attention. The 
feeble attempts of Ramus, and of some others, to make 
improvements in the system, bad little effect. The 
Peripatetic doctrines were so interwoven with the 
whole system of scholastic theology, that to dissent 
from Aristotle was to alarm the Church. The most 
useful and intelligible parts, even of Aristotle’s 
writings were neglected, and philosophy was become 
an art of speaking learnedly, and disputing subtilely, 
without proilucing any invention of use in human life. 
It was fruitful of words, but barren of works, and ad- 
mirably contrived for drawing a veil over human ig ■ 
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norance, and putting a stop to the progress of knaw- 
ledge, by filling men with a conceit that they kne>^ 
every thing. It was very fruitful also in controversies j 
but for the most part they were controversies about 
words, or about things of no moment, or things above 
the reach of the human faculties ; Anji the issue of 
them was what might be expected, that the contend- 
ing parties fought, without gaining or losing an infch 
of ground, till they were weary of the dispute, ot their 
attention was called off to some other subject. 

Such was the philosophy of the schools of Europe, 
during many ages of darkness and barbarism that suc- 
ceeded the decline of the Roman empire ; so that there 
was great need of a reformation in philosophy as well 
as in religion. The light began to dawn at last ; a 
spirit of inquiry sprang up, and men got the courage 
to doubt of the dogmas of Aristotle, as well as of the- 
decrees of Popes. The most important step in the re- 
formation of religion was to destroy the claim of infal- 
libility, which hindered men from using their judg- 
ment in matters of religion : And the most impprtant 
step in the reformation of philosophy was to destroy 
the authority, of which Aristotle had so long had 
peaceable possession. The last had been attempted 
by Lord Bacon and others, with no less zeal than the 
first by Luther and Calvin. 

Des Cartes knew well the defects cf the prevailing 
system, which had begun to lose its authority. His 
genius enabled him, and his spirit prompted him, to 
attempt a new one. He had applied much to the msi- 
thematical sciences, and had made considerable im- 
provement in them. He wished to introduce that per- 
spicuity and evidence into other branches of philoso- 
phy which he found in them. 

Being sensible how apt we are to be led astray by 
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jprejudiccs of education, bethought the only way to 
.^void error, was, to resolve to doubt of every thing, 
and hold every thing to be uncertain; even those 
things which he had been taught to hold as most certain,' 
-until he had such clear and cogent evidence as com- 
pelled his assent. 

In this state of universal doubt, that which first ap- 
peared to him to be clear and certain, was his own 
existence. Of this he was certain, because he was con- 
scious that he thought, that he reasoned, and that he 
doubted. He used this argument, therefore, to prove 
his own existence, Cogito, ergo sum. This h§ con- 
ceived to be the first of all truths, the foundation-stone 
upon which the whole fabric of human knowledge is 
built, and on which it must rest. And as Archimedes 
• thought, that if he had one fixed point to rest his en- 
gines upon, he could move the earth ; so Des Cartes, 
charmed with the discovery of one certain principle, 
by which he emerged from the state of universal doubt, 
believed that this principle alone would be a sufficient 
foundation on which he might build the whole system 
of science. He seems therefore to have taken no great 
trouble to examine whether there might not be other 
first principles, which, on account of their own light 
and evidence, oujght to be admitted by every man of 
sound judgment. The love of simplicity, so natural 
to the mind of man, led him to apply the whole force 
of his mind to raise the fabric of knowledge upon tliis 
one principle, rather than seek a broader foundation. 

•Accordingly, he does not admit the evidence of sense 
to be a first principle, as he does that of consciousness. 
The arguments of the ancient sceptics here occurred 
to him ; that our senses often deceive us, and therefore 
ought never to be trusted on their own authority ; 
lliat, in sleep, we often seem to see and hear things 
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which we are convinced to have had no existence; 
But that which chiefly .led Des Cartes to think that 
he ought not to trust to his senses without proof of 
their veracity, was, that he took it for granted, as all 
philosophers bs<d done before him, that he did not per- 
ceive external objects themselves, but certain images 
of them in his own mind, called ideas. He was cer- 
tain by consciotisness, that he had the ideas of sun 
and moon, earth and sea ; but how could he be as- 
sured that there really existed external objects like to’ 
these ideas ? 

Hitherto he was uncertain of every thing but of his* 
own existence, and the existence of the operations and 
ideas of his own mind. Some of his disciples, it is 
said, reipained at this stage of his system, . and got the 
name of Egoists. They could not find evidence in 
the subsequent stages of his progress. But Des CAk- 
TEs resolved not to stop here ; he endeavoured to 
.prove, by a new argument, drawn from his idea of a 
Deity, the existence of an infinitely perfect Being, 
who made him, and all his faculties. From the per- 
fection of this Being, he inferred that he could be no 
deceiver; and therefore concluded, that his senses,- 
and the other faculties he found in himself, are not 
fallacious, but may be triisted, when a proper use is 
made of them. 

The system of Des Cartes is, with great perspicui- 
ty and acuteness, explained by himself in his writings, 
which ought to be consulted by those who would un-l 
derstand it. 

The merit of Des Cartes cannot be easily con- 
ceived by those who have not some notion of the Pe- 
ripatetic system, in which he was educated. To throw 
off the prejudices of education, and to create a system 
of nature, totally different from that which had sub- 
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dued the understanding of mankind, and kept it in 
' subjection for so many centuries, required an uncom- 
mon force of mind. 

Xhe world which Des Cartes exhibits to our view; 
-is not only in its structure very different from that of 

• the Peripatetics, but is, ’as We maiy say, composed of 
different materials. 

In the <3id system, every thing was; by a kind of 
riietaphysical sublimation, resolved , into principles so 
mysterious, that it may be a question, whether they 
were words without meaning, or were notions too re- 
fined for human understanding. 

All that we 'observe in nature, is, according to Aris- 
totee, a constant succession of the operations of ge- 
neration and corruption; The principles of genera-i 

• tion, are matter and form ; the principle of corruption 
is Jirivation. All natural things are produced or ge- 
nerated by the union of matter and form ; matter be- 
ing, as it were, the mother, and form the father, As 
to matter, or the first matter, as it is called, it is nei- 
ther substance nor accident ; it has no quality nor 
property ; it is nothing actually, but every thing po- 
tentially.’ It has so strong an appetite for form-, that it 
is no sooner divested of one form, than it is clothed 
with another, and is equally susceptible of all forms 
successively. It has no nature, but only the capacity 
of having arty one. 

, This is the account which the Peripatetics give of 
the first mat^r. The other principle of generation is 
jorm^ act,,perJection ; for these three words signify the 
same thing. But we must not conceive form to con- 
sist in the figure, size, arrangement, ot motion, of the 
parts of matter. These, indeed, are accidental forms, 
by which things artificial are formed : BUt every pro- 
duction of nature has a substantial form, which, joined 
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to matter, makes k to be what it is. The substantial 
form is a kind of informing soul, which gives the thing 
its specific nature, and all its qualities, powers, and ac- 
tivity. Thus the substantial form of heavy bodies, is 
that which makes them descend ; of light bodies, that 
which makes them ascend. The substantial form of 
gold, is that which gives it its ductility, its fusibility, 
its weight, its colour, and all its qualities ; and'the 
same is to be understood of every natural production. 
A change in the accidental form of any body, is alter- 
ation only ; but a change in the substantial form, is 
generation and corruption ; It is corruption, with re- 
spect to the substantial form of which the body is de- 
prived ; It is generation with respect to the substantial 
form that succeeds. Thus, when a horse dies, and 
turns to dust, the philosophical account of the phajno- 
menon is this : A certain portion of the materia prinia^ 
which was joined to the substantial form of a horse, 
is deprived of it by privation, and in the same instant, 
is invested with the substantial form of eartli. As 
every substance must have a substantial form, there 
are some of those forms inanimate, some vegetative, 
some animal, and some rational. 1. he three former 
kinds can only subsist in matter ; but the last, accord- 
ing to the schoolmen, is immediately created by God, 
and infused into the body, making one substance with 
it, while they are united ; yet capable of being dis- 
joined from the body, and of subsisting by itself.- 
Such are the principles of natural things in the Per 
ripatetic system. It retains so much of the ancient 
Pythagorean doctrine, that we cannot ascribe the in- 
ygjjrion of it solely to Aristotle ^ although he, no 
doubt, made considerable alterations in it. The first 
matter was probably the same in both systems, and 
was in both held to be eternal. They differed more 
about form. The Pythagoreans and Platonists held 
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forms, or ideas, as they called them, to be eternal, 
immutable, and self-existent. Aristotle maintained, 
that they were not eternal, nor self-existent. On the 
other hand, he did not allow them to be produced, but 
. educed from matter ; yet he held them not to be ac- 
tually in the matter from which they are educed, but 
- potentially only. But these two systems differed less 
from one another, than that of Des Cartes did from 
both. 

In the world of Des Cartes, we meet with two 
kinds of beings only, to wit, body and mind ; the first, 
the object of our senses, the other of consciousness ; 
both of them things of which we have a distinct ap- 
prehension, if the human mind be capable of distinct 
apprehension at all. To the first, no qualities are as- 
, cribed but extension, figure, and motion ; to the last, 
•nothing but thought, and its various modifications, of 
which we are conscious. He could observe no com- 
mon attribute, no resembling feature in the attributes 
of body and mind, and therefore concluded them to 
be distinct substances, and totally of a dilferent nature ; 
and that body, from its very nature, is inanimate and 
inert, incapable of any kind of thought or sensation, or 
of producing any change or alteration in itself. 

Des Cartes must be allowed the honour of being the 
first who drew a distinct line between the material and 
intelle^al world, which, in all the old systems, were 
so blended together, that it was impossible to say 
where the one^nds, and the other begins. How much 
this distinction hath contributed to the improvements 
of modern times, in the philosophy both of body and 
of mind, is not easy to say. 

One obvious consequence of this distinction, was, that 
accurate reflection on the operations of our own mind, 
is the only way to make any progress in the knowledge 
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of it. Malebranche, Locke, Berkeley, and Hume, 
were taught this lesson by Des Cartes ; and to it we 
owe their most valuable discoveries in this branch of 
philosophy. The analogical way of reasoning con- 
cerning the powers' of the mind ffom the properties of 
body, which is the source of almost all the errors on 
this subject, and which is so natural to the bulk of 
mankind, was as contrary to the principles of Des 
Cartes, as it was agreeable to the principles of the 
old philosophy. We may, therefore, truly say, that 
in that part of philosophy which relates to the mind, 
Des Cartes laid the fourldation, and put us info that 
track, which all wise men now acknowledge to be the 
only one in which we can expect success. 

With rjsgard to physics, or the philosophy of body, 
if Des Cartes had not the merit of leading men 
into the right track, we must allow him that of bring- 
ing them out of a wrong one. The Peripatetics, by 
assigning to every species of body a particular sub- 
stantial form, which produces,' in an unknown man- 
ner, all the effects we observe, in it, put a stop to all 
improvement in this branch of philosophy. .Gravity 
and levity, fluidity and hardness, heat and cold, were 
qualities arising from the substantial form of the bo- 
dies to which they belonged. Generation and cor- 
ruption, substantial forms, and occult qualities, were 
always at hand, to resolve every phaenomenoH,. This 
philosophy, therefore, instead of accounting for any of 
the phaenomena of nature, contrived only_to give learn- 
ed names to their unknown causes, and fed .men with 
the husks of barbarous terras, instead of the. fruit of 
real knowledge. 

By the spreading of the Cartesian system, materia 
frima^ substantial forms, and occult qualities, with all 
the jargon of the Aristotelian physics, fell into uttci 
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disgrace, aoJ were never mentioned by the followers 
of the new system, but as .a subject of ridicule. Men 
became sensible, that their understanding had been 
hood-winked by those hard terms. They were now 
. accustomed to explain the phaenomena of nature, by 
the figure, size, and motion of the particles of matter, 
things perfectly level to human understanding, and 
couldstelish nothing in philosophy that was dark and 
unintelligible. Aristotle, after a reign of more than 
a thousand years, was now exposed as an object of de- 
rision even to the vulgar, arrayed in the mock majesty 
of his substantial forms and occult qualities. The la- 
dies became fond of a philosophy which was easily 
learned, and required no words too harsh for their de- 
licate organs. Queens and princesses, the most dis- 
tinguished personages of the age, courted the conver- 
sation of Des Cartes, and became adepts in his phi- 
losophy. Witness Christina, Queen of Sweden, and 
Elisabeth,’ daughter of Frederick., king of Bohemia, 
and sister to Sophia, the mother of our Royal Family. 
The last, though very young, when Des Cartes wrote 
his Prmcipia^ he declares to be the only person he* 
knew, who perfectly understood, not only all his phi- 
losophical writings but the piost abstruse of his mathe- 
matical works. 

That men should rush with violence from one ex- 
treme, >vTthout going more or less into the contrary 
extreme, is not to be expected from the weakness of 

human nature. Des Cartes and his followers were 
' ’ . » 

pot exempied from this weakness ; they thought that 
extension, figure, and motion, were sufficient to resolve 
all the phaenomena of the material system. To admit 
other qualities, whose cause is unknown, was to return 
to Egypt, from which they had been so happily deli- 
vered. •* 



When Sir Isaac Newton’s doctrine of gravitation 
was published, the great objection to it, which hinder- 
ed its general reception in Europe for half a century, 
was, that gravitation seemed to be an occult quality, as 
it could not be accounted for by extension, figure, and 
motion, the known attributes of body. They -who 
defended hint, found it difficult to answer this objec- 
tion, to the satisfaction of those who had been initiated 
in the principles of the Cartesian system. But, by 
degrees, men came to be sensible, that, in revolting 
from Aristotle, the Cartesians had gone into the op- 
posite extreme ; experience convinced them, that 
there are qualities in the material world,- whose exist- 
ence is certain, though their cause be occult. To ac- 
knowledge this, is only a candid confession of human 
ignorance, than which there is nothing more becoming 
a philosopher. 

As all that we can know of the mind must be deriv- 
ed from a careful observation of its operations in our- 
selves ; so all that we can know-of the material system 
must be derived from what can be discovered by our 
5enses. Des Cartes was not ignorant of this ; nor 
was his system so unfriendly to observation and expe- 
'iment as the old system was. He made many expe^ 
iments, and called earnestly upon all lovers of truth to 
lid him in this way. But, believing that all the phae- 
lomena of the material world are the result of exten- 
sion, figure, and motion, and that the Deity always 
:ombines these, so as to produce the phaenomena in 
.he simplest manner possible, he thought, that, from ^ 
ew experiments, he might be able to discover the 
amplest way, in which the obvious phaenomena of na-^ 
:ure can be produced by matter and motion only ; and 
hat this must be the way in which they are actually 
jroduced. His conjectures were ingenious, upon the 
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principles he had adopted. But they are found to be 
so far from the truth, that they ought for ever to dis- 
courage philosophers from trusting to conjecture in 
the operations of nature. 

The vortices or whirlpools of subtile matter, by 
which Des CiRTEs endeavoured to account for the 
phienomena of the material world, are now found to 
be fictions, no less than the sensible species of Aris- 
totle. 

It was reserved for Sir Isaac Newton to point put 
clearly the r6ad to the knowledge of Nature’s works. 
Taught by Loan Bacon ro despise hyporheses as the 
fictiohs of human fancy, he laid it down as a rule of 
philosophising, that no causes of natural things ought 
to be assigned but such Rs can be proved to have a 
real existence. He saw, that all the length men can 
•go in accounting for phienomena, is to discover the 
laws of Nature, according to which they are produced ; 
and therefore, that the true method of philosophising 
is this; From real facts' ascertained by observation and 
experiment, to collect by just induction the laws of na- 
ture, and to apply the laws so discovered, to account 
for the phasnomena of Nature. 

' Thus the natural philosopher has the rules of his art 
fixed with no less precision than the mathematician, 
and may be no less certain when he keeps within them 
and when he deviates from them : And though the 
evidence of a law of nature from induction is not 
demonstrative, it is the only kind of evidence on 
which all the most important affairs of human life must 
rest. 

Pursuing this road without deviation, Newton dis- 
covered the laws of 6ur,planetary system, and of the 
rays of light j and gave the first and- the noblest exam- 
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pies of that' chaste induction, which Lord Bacon couW 
only delineate in theory. 

How strange is it, that tl?e human mind should have 
wandered for so 'many ages, wnlhout falling into this 
track ! How much mord strange, that after it has been 
clearly discovered, and a happy progress made in it; 
many choose rather to wander in the fairy regions of 
hypothesis ! 

To return to Des Cartes’s notions of the manner of 
our perceiving external objects, from which a concern 
to do justice to the merits of that great reformer in phi:i 
losophy has led me to degress, he took it for granted^ 
as the old philosophers had done, that what we imme- 
diately percL-ive must be eitherin the mind itself, or iri 
the brain, to which the mind is immediately present. 

The impressions made upon our organs, nerves, and 
brain, could be nothing, according to his philosophy^ 
but various modifications of extension, figure, and mo- 
tion. There could be nothing in the brain like sound 
or colour, taste or smell, heat of cold ; these are sensa- 
tions in the mind, which, by the laws of the union of 
soul and body, are raised on occasion of certain traces 
in the brain ; and although he gives the name of ideas 
to those traces in the brain, he does not think it ne- 
cessary that they should be perfectly like to the things 
which they represent, any more than that words or 
signs should resemble the things they signify. Butj 
says he, that we may follow the received opinion as 
far as is possible, we may allow a slight resemblance. 
Thus we know, that a print in -a bbnk may represent 
houses, temples, and grotes ; arid s<y fat is'it from be- 
ing necessary that the pYiht should be perfectly like 
the thing it represents, that its peffectiottoften requires 
the contrary; For a circle must’ofteh be represented 
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hf an ellipse, a square by a rhombus, and so of other 
.things. 

The perceptions of sense, he thought, are to be re- 
ferred solely to the union of soul and body. They 
commonly exhibit to us only what may Jiurt or profit 
our bodies ; and rarely, and by accident only, exhibit 
things as they are in -themselves. It is by observing 
this, 'that we must learn to throw off the' prejudices cd 
sense, and to attend with our intellect to the ideas 
which are by natuie implanted in it. By this means 
we shall understand, that the nature of matter does 
not consist in those things that affect our senses, such 
as colour, or smell, or taste.; but only in this, that it is 
something extended in length, breadth, and depth. 

The writings of I>es Cartes have in general a re- 
markable degree of perspicuity ; and he undoubtedly 
•intended that, in this particular, bis -philosophy should 
be a perfect -contrast to that of Aristotle; yet, in 
what he has said in different parts of his writings, of 
■our perception of external objects, there seems to be 
some obscurity, and even inconsistency ; whether ow- 
ing to his having had different opinions on the subject 
■at different times, or to the difficulty he found in it, I 
will not pretend to say. 

There are two points in particular, wherein I cannot 
reconcile him to himself : The regarding the 

place of the ideas or images of external objects, which 
are the immediate objects of perception ; the second, 
,with regard, to the veracity of our external senses. 

. As to the jirsl, he sometimes places the ideas of ma- 
terial objects in the brain, not only when they are per- 
ceived, but when they are remembered or imagined ; 
and this has always been held to he the -Cartesian doc- 
trine ; yet he sometimes ’says, that we are not to con- 
ceive the images or traces -in the brain to be perceivetl 

VOL. r. T 



®5SAy 11. - 




[chap. 8- 


«s if there«wer^ eyes itt th© W.ain ; these traces aoe 
only /ccasions on which, by the laws of the union of 
jioul afid body, ideas »re excited in the n^d ; and 
therefore it is net nedessftry that there should he an 
exact resemblance betwete the traces and the things 
lepresen^ed by them, any mote than, that words, or 
signs should be exactly Idle the things sigmfied by 
•fhera. r . - . ~ • 

These two opinion, I think, cannot be reconciled. 
F jr, if the images or traces ip the braia are perceived, 
they must' l>e the objects dt perception^ and not the 
occasions of it only. On the other hand, if 4hey are 
only the oepasioas of pur perceiving, |hcy are not -per- 
ceived at all. Dfis Cartes 8eera§ to have hesitated 
between the two opinions, or to have passed from the 
one to the other. Mr libieKE seems^ in like manner,, 
to have wavered between «the -two ; sometimes repre- 
senting the ideas of material things as being in the 
brain, but more frequently as in.tjie mind itself. Nei- 
ther Dfis Cartes jiior 5dr Locse q>nld, -consistently 
■with themselves, attribute any other -qualities to images 
in the brain, but extension, figure, and motion ^ for as 
to those qualities which jVIr Locke distinguished by 
the name of secondary qualities, both pbilosopbers be- 
lieved them not to beloi^ to ibody at all, and therefore 
^could not ascribe them to images in Ithe brain. > 

Sir Isaac Newton -and ^r Samucje. Clar^m, uniform- 
ly speak of the species or images of matcriai.thingsias 
being in that part of the brain called the seus&riwn, and 
perceived by the mind there present ; -but, the former 
.speaks of this point only incidentally, and -with his 
usual modesty, in the &>rni of a query. ’MACEBRANciiE 
is perfectly dear and uimtn^uous 'in this maitter. 
According to bis system, the images or te*Bcs:in 
b^r^n are pot pmeeived attallt tbeyi^^Qnlynocasioas 
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ti^>on whiclr, by, the laifrs -of nature, certain sensations 
are felt by us,.and; certaiii of the diVine ideas discovec- 
e'd to our mihds.^ 

The . second point on which Oes Cartes seems to 
waver, is with regard to the credit that is due to the 
testimony of our senses; 

Somertiiries, from the perfection of the Deity, and 
his being no deceiver, he infers, that our tenses and 
bur other faculties cannot be fallacious : And since we 
seem clearly to perceive, that the idea of matter comes 
to us from things ehterphl, which it perfectly- resem- 
Wcs, there&re^s wa must conclude, that there rectlly 
exists something extended in length, breadth, and depth, 
having all the properties which we clearly perceive to 
belong to an extended thing. 

At other times. We find DeS Cartes and his follow- 
ers making frequent complaints, as all the ancient phi- 
losophers did, of the fellacies of sense. He warns us 
to throw off its prejudices, and to attend only; with our 
intellect^ to, the ideas implanted there; By this means 
we may perceive; that, the nature of inatter does not 
consist in hardness, Colour, weight, or any of those 
things that afifect our senses, but in this only, that it is 
something extended in length, breadth, dnd depth. The 
senses, his says, are only relative to our present state ; 
they exhibit things only, as they tend to profit or to 
hurt us, and rarely; and by accident only,, as they are 
in themselves. 

^ It was probably owing to an aversion to admit any 
thing into' philosophy, of which we have not a clear 
and distinct eohception,- that Des Cartes was led to 
deny, that there hi any substance of matter, distinct 
from those qualities of it which we perceive. We say, 
.that matter is something extended, figured, moveable. 
i£'XtensioQ, figure, mobility, therefore, are nokmatter, 
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but qualities, beloqging to this something, which we 
call malter. Des Cartes could not relish this obscure 
so.iielhmg, which is supposed to be the subject or sub'-' 
.stratum of those qualities ^ and therefore maintained 
that extension is the very essence of matter. But, as. 
we must ascribe extension to space as well as to matter^ 
he found himself under a necessity of holding, that 
space and matter are the same thing, and differDnly 
in our way of conceiving them;, so that, wherever 
there is space there is matter, and. no void left in the 
universe. The necessary consequence. of this is, that 
the material world h^s no bounds nor limits. He did' 
not, hpwever, choose to call it infinite, but indefinite* 

It was probably owing to the same cause that Des 
Cartes made the essence of the soul to consist in 
thought;. He would not allow it to be, an unknown 
something^ that has the power of thinking ; it cannot 
therefore he without thought ; And as he conceived 
there can be no thought without ideas, the soul must 
have had ideas in its first formation, whicb>jof conse- 
quence, are innate- , 

The sentiments of those who come after Bes Car- 
tes, with regard to the nature of body and mind, have 
been various. Many have maintained, that body is 
onlyp a collection of qualities to which we give one 
name ; and that the notion of a subject of inhesion, t® 
which those qualities belong, is only, a fiction of the 
mind. Some have even maintained, that the soul is 
only a succession of related ideas, without any subjec t 
of inhesion. It appears,, by what has been^said, bow 
far these notions are allied to the Cartesian system. 

The triumph of the Cartesian system over that &£ 
Aristotle, is one of the most remarkable revolutions 
in the history of philosophy, Und has led me to dwell 
longer upon it, than the present subject perhaps re- 
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quired. The authority of Aristotle was now no 
.more. That reverence' for bard words and dark no- 
tions, by which mens understanding had been strang- 
led, in early years, was turned into contempt, and every 
thing suspected which was not clearly and distinctly 
understood. This is the spirit of the Cartesian philo- 
sophy, and is a more important acquisition to mankind 
than any of its particular tenets ; and for exerting this 
spirit so zealously, and spreading it so successfully, 
Bes Cartes deserves immortal honour. 

It is to be observed, however, that Des Cartes re- 
jected a part only of the ancient theory, concerning 
the pereeptiort of external objects by the senses, and 
that he adopted the other part. That theory may be 
divided into two parts : The ^rst^ That images, spe- 
cies, or forms of external objects, come from the ob- 
ject, and enter by the avenues of the senses to the 
mind ; the second part is. That the external object 
itself is not perceived, but only the species or image 
®f it in^ ^he mind. The first part Des Cartes and 
his followers rejected, and refuted by solid arguments ; 
but the second part neither he nor his followers have 
thought of calling in question ; being persuaded that 
it is only a representative image, in the mind, of the 
external object that we perceive, and not the object 
itself. And this image, which the Peripatetics called 
a species, he calls an idea, changing the name only, 
while- he admits the thing. 

It seems strange, that the great pains which this 
philosopher took to throw off the prejudices of educa- 
tion, to dismiss all his former opinions, and to assent 
to nothing, till he found evidence that compelled his 
assent, should not have led him to doubt of this opi- 
nion of the ancient philosophy. It is evidently a phi - 
losopliical opinion ; for the vulgar undoubtedly be- 
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lieve that it is the external object which we imme- 
diately perceive, and not a representative image of it 
only. It is for this reason that they look upon.it as a 
perfect lunacy to call in question the eSistence of ex- 
ternal objects. " / 

It seems to be admitted as a first principle l^ tbe 
learned and the unlearned, that what is rc^y p«^ 
cjeived must exist, and that to perceive what does ntA 
exist is impossible. So far the unlearned man -and the 
|)hiIosopher agree. The unlearrled man says, I perceive 
the external object, and I perceive it to exist. No- 
thing can be more absurd than to doubt" of it. The 
Peripatetic says, What I perceive is the very identical 
form of the object, which came immediately from the 
object, and makes an impression upon my mind, as a 
seal does upon wax ; and therefore I can -have no 
doubt of the existence of ah object whose form I per- 
ceive. But what says the Cartesian ? I perceive not, 
says he, the external object itself. So far he agreed 
with the Peripatetic, and differs from the'tmleamcd 
man. But I perceive an image, or form, ■rw ldtd, 16 
my own mind, or in my brain. I am certain of the 
existence of the idea, because I immediately perceive 
it. But how this idea is formed, or what it represents, 
is not self-evident ; and therefore I must find argu- 
ments, by which, from the existence of the idea which 
I perceive, I can infer the existence of an external ob- 
ject which it represents. 

As I take this to be a just view of the principles of 
the unlearned" man, of the Peripatetic, and' of the Car- 
tesian, so I think they all reason consequently from 
their several principles j that the Cartesian has strong 
grounds to doubt of the existence of external objects ; 
the Peripatetic very little ground of dquht j and 
unlearned nope at all : And th^ theidiS^ne^ 
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;of tJbeir situation arises from this, that the uoiearned 
man has no hypothesis ; the Peripatetic leans upon an 
4iypQthesia ; and the Cartesian upon one half of that 
hypothesis. 

Des Cartes, according to the spirit of Ins pwn phi- 
losophy, ought to have doubted of both parts of the 
Peripatetic hypothesis, or to have given bis reasons 
why he adopted one part, as well-as why he rejected 
the other part ; especially since the unlearned, who 
have the faculty of perceiving objects by their senses 
in no less perfection than philosophers, and should 
.therefore know as well as they what it is they per- 
ceive, have been unanimous in this, that the objects 
they perceive are not ideas in their own minds, hut 
things external. It might have been expected, that a 
philosopher V who was so cautious as not to take his 
own existence for granted without proof, would not 
have taken it for granted, without proof, that every 
thing he perceived was only ideas in his own mind. 

But if X)es Cartes made a rash step in this, as I 
apprehend he did, he ought net to bear the blame 
alone. His successors have still continued in the same 
track, and, after his example, have adopted obe part 
of the ancient theory, to wit, that the objects we im-. 
mediately perceive are ideas lonly. All their systems 
are built on this foundation. ' 


CHAP. IX. 

/Qf the Sentiments ^oj Mr, Xocxz, 

reputation which Locke’s Essay on HufBan1jr«- 
‘ ' derstanding had at home from the beginning, 
and which it has gradually acquired abroad, is a suf- 
.fifeient testimony of its merit. There is jjei’haps no 
^jooktrf^tbc joetapl^ical kind that has been sb ’gene- 
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rally read by those who understand the language, or 
that is more ariapted to teach men to think with pre- 
cision, and to inspire them with that candour and love 
of truth, which is the genuine spirit of philosophy. 
He gave, I believe, the first example in the English 
language of writing on such abstract subjects, with a 
remarkable degree of simpl city and perspicuity ; and 
in this he has been happUy imitated by others that 
came aftet him. No author hath more successfully 
pointed out the danger of ambiguous words, and the 
importance of having distinct and determinate notions 
in judging and reasoning. His observations on the 
various powers of the human understanding, on the 
use and abuse of words, and on the extent and limits 
of human knowledge, are drawn from attentive reflec- 
tion on the operations of his own mind, the true source 
of all real knowledge on these subjects ; and shew an- 
uncommon degree of penetration and judgment ; But 
he needs no panegyric of mine ; and I mention these 
things, only that when I have'occasion to differ from 
him, I may not be thought insensible of the merit of 
an author whom 1 highly respect, and to whom I owe 
my first lights in those studies, as well as my attach- 
ment tp them. 

He sets out in his Essay with a full conviction, 
common to him with other philosophers, that ideas' in 
the mind are the objects of all our thoughts in every 
operation of the understanding. This leads him to 
use the word idea so very frequently, beyond what 
was usual in the English language, that he'' thought.it 
necessary in. his introduction to make this apolo^ ; 
“ It being that term, says he, which,, I think, serves 

best to stand for whatsoever is the object of undor- 
“ standing, when a man thinks ; I have used it to. 

“ press whatever is meant by phantasm, notion, sp’p- 
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^ cies, or whatever it is which the mind can be em- 
ployed about in thinking ; and I could not avoid 
“ frequently using it. I presume it will be granted 
“ me, that there are such ideas in mens minds ; every' 
“ man is conscious ot them in himself ; and mens 
“ words and actions will satisfy him that they are in 
“ others,” 

Speaking of the reality of our knowledge, he says* 
“ It is evident the mind knows not things immediate- 
“ ly, but only by the intervention of the ideas, it has 
“ of them : Our knowledge therefore is real, only so 
far as there is a conformity between our ideas and 
“ the reality of things. But what shall be here the 
“ criterion ? How shall the mind, when it perceives 
“ nothing but its own ideas, know that they agree 
“ with things themselves ? This, though it seems not 
to want difficulty, yet I think there be two sorts of 
“ ideas that we may be assured agree with things.” 

We see that Mr Locke was aware no less than Des 
Cartes, that the doctrine of ideas made it necessary, 
and at the same time difficult, to prove the existence 
of a material world without us ; because the mind, ac- 
cording to that doctrine, perceives nothing but a W'orld 
of ideas in itself. Not only Des Cartes, but Male- 
BRANCHE, Arnauld, and Norris, had perceived this 
difficulty, and attempted to remove' it with little suc- 
cess. Mr Locke attempts the same thing ; but his 
argunlents are feeble. He even seems to be conscious 
.of this' : For he- concludes his reasoning with this ob- 
serv,S(fion, That we have evidence sufficient to direct 
“ i^s in attaining the good and avoiding the evii, 
“ ^caused by external objects, and that this is the im- 
(s^ortant concern wfe have in being made acquainted 
“/*|them.” This indeed is saying no more than will 
VOL. I. u 
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be granted by those who deny the existence of a ma- 
terial world. 

As there is no material difference between Locke 
and Des Cartes with regard to the perception of 
objects by the senses, there is the less occasion, in this 
plaice, to take notice of all their differences in other 
points. They differed about the origin of our ideas. 
J)es Cartes thought some of them were innate ; 
The other maintained, that there are no innate ideas, 
and that they are all derived froin two sources, to wit, 
seusa/ion and rejlectlon ; meaning by sensation, the 
.opeiations of our external senses j and by reflection, 
that attention which we are capable of- giving to the 
operations of our own minds. 

They difl'ered with regard to the essence both of 
matter and of mind ; The British philosopher holding 
that the real essence of both is beyond the reach of 
human knowledge ; the other conceiving, that the 
very essence of mind consists in thought ; and that of 
matter in extension ; by which he made matter and 
space not to difl'er in reality,. and no part of space to 
be void of matter. 

Mr Locke explained more distinctly . than had been 
done before, the operations of the mind in classing 
the various objects of thought, and reducing them to 
genera and species. He was the first, 1 think, who 
distinguished in svibstances what he calls the nominal 
essence, which is only the notion we forin of a genus 
or species, and which we e^rpress by a definition, froin 
the real essemre 0» internal constitution oh the thing, 
*hich makes it to he what it is. Without this\dis- 
tinctipn, the subtile disputes which tortured the school- 
men for so nidny ages, in the coi^troversy between ithe 
nominalists and realists, could never be brought tothn 
issue. He shews distinctly how we form abstract and 
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^neral notions, and the use and necessity of them in 
reasoning. And as (according to the received prin- 
ciples of philosophets) every notion of our mind must 
have for its object an idea in the mind itself; he 
thinks that we fotm abstract ideas by leaving out of 
the idea of an. individual every thing wherein it differs 
from other individuals of the same species or genus ; 
and that this power of forming abstract ideas is that 
which chiefly distinguishes us from brute animals, in 
whom he could see no evidence of any abstract ideas. 

Since the time of Des Cartes, philosophers have 
differed much with regard to the share they ascribe to 
the mind itself, in the fabrication of those representa- 
tive beings called ideas, and the manner in which this 
work is carried on. 

Of the authors I have met with, Dr Robert Hook 
as the most explicit. He was one of the most ingen- 
ious and active members of the Royal Society of Lon- 
don at its first institution ; and frequently read lectures 
to the Society, which* were published among his post- 
humous works. In his lectures upon Light, sect. 7.. 
he makes ideas to be ihaterial substances, and thinks 
that the brain is furnished w ith a proper kind of mat- 
ter for fabricating the ideas of each sense. The ideas 
of sight, he thinks, are formed of a kind of matter re- 
sembling the Bononian stone, or some kind of phos- 
phorus ; that the ideas of sOund are formed of some 
matter resembling the chords or glasses which take 
a soijnd f^om the vibrations of the air ; and so of the 

KJl. * 

/ The soul, he thinks, may fabricate some hundreds 
of those ideas in a day ; and that as they are formed 
mey are pushed farther off from the centre of the 
ptam where the soul 'resides. By this means they 
make a continued chain of ideas, coyled up in the 
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brain, the first end of which is farthest removed from 
the centre or seat of the soul ; and the other end is 
always at the centre, being the last idea formed, which 
is always the present moment when considered ; and 
therefore, according as there is a greater number of 
ideas between the present sensation or thought in the 
centre and any other, the soul is apprehensive of a 
larger portion of time interposed. 

Mr Locke has not entered into so minute a detail 
of this manufacture of ideas j but he ascribes to the 
onind a very considerable hand in forming its own i- 
deas. With regard to our sensations, the mind is 
passive, “ they being produced in us, only by different 
“ degrees and modes of motion in our animal spirits, 
“ variously agitated by external object These, how- 
ever, cease to be, as soon as they cease to be .perceiv- 
ed ; “ but, by the faculties of memory and imagina- 
“ tion, the mind has an ability, when it wills, to're- 
“ .vive them again, and, as it were, to paint them anew 
“ upon itself, though some with more, some with less 
“ difficplty.” 

As to the ideas of reflection, he ascribes them to no 
other cause but to that attention which the mind is 
cap.ible of giving to its own operations ; These, there- 
fore, are formed by the mind itself. He ascribes like- 
-wise to the mind the power of compounding its simple 
ideas into complex ones of various forms ; of repeating 
them, and adding the repetitions together ; of dividing 
and classing them; of comparing them, and, \ from 
that comparison, of forming the ideas of ' their lek- 
tion ; pay, of forming a general idea of a species *or 
genus, by taking from the idea of an individual evet\y 
thing by which it is distinguished from other indiv^ 
duals of the kind, till at last it becomes an abstracli 

l 
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general idea, common to all the individuals of the 
Jcind. 

?_These, I think, are the powers which Mr Loiekk 
' ascribes to the mind itself in the fabrication of, it$ 
ideas. Bishop Berki.ley, as we shall see afterwards, 
abridged them considerably, and Mr Hume much 
more. 

The ideas we have of the various qualities of bodies 
are not all, as Mr Locke thinks, of the same kind. 
Some of tliem are images or resemblances of what is 
really in the body ; others are not. There are cer- 
tain qualities inseparable from matter ; such as ex- 
tension, solidity, figure, mobility. Our ideas of these 
are real resemblances of the qualities in the body ; 
^nd these he calls primary qualities : But coloui-, 
sound, taste, smell, heat, and cold, he calls secondary 
' qualities, and thinks that they are only powers in 
bodies of producing certain sensations in us ; which 
' sensations have nothing resembling them, though they 
are commonly thought to be exact resemblances, of 
something in the body. , “ Thus, says be, the idea of 
“ heat or light, which we receive by our eye or touch" 
“ from the sun, are commonly thought real qualities 
“ existing in the sun, and something more than mere 
“ powers in it.” 

The names of primary and secondary qualities, 
were, I believe, first used by Mr Locke ; but the dis- 
tinction, which they express, was well understood by 
Des tilARTEs, and is explained by him in his Principiu, 
par/i. sect. 69, 70, 71. 

f Although no author has more merit than Mr Locke 
ild pointing out the ambiguity of words, and resolving 
diy that” means many knotty questions, which had 
'Wtured the wits of the schoolmen ; yet, I apprehend 
'fie has been sometimes misled by the ambiguity of 
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fhe word ideoy which he uses so often almost in every 
page of his Essay. 

In the explication given of this word, We took no- 
tice of two meanings given to it ; a popular and a 
philosophical. In the popular meaning, to have an 
idea of any thing, signifies nothing more than to think 
of it. 

Although the operations of the mind are most pro- 
perly and naturally, and indeed most commonly in 
all vulgar languages, expressed by active verbs, there 
is another way of expressing them less common, but 
equally well understood. To think of a thing, and to 
have a thought of it ; to believe a thing, and to have 
a belief of it ; to see a thing, and have a sight of it ; 
to conceive a thing, and to have a conception, notion, 
or idea of it, are phrases perfectly synonymous. In 
these phrase$ the thought means nothing but the act 
of thinking ; the belief, the act of believing ; and the 
.conception, notion, or idea, the act of conceiving. 
To have a clear and distinct idea, is, in this sense, 
nothing else but to conceive the thing clearly and 
distinctly. When the word idea is taken in this 
popular sense, there can be no doubt of our having 
ideas in our minds. To think without ideas would be 
to think without thought, which is a manifest contra- 
diction. 

But there is another meaning of the word idea pecu- 
liar to philosophers, and grounded upon a philoSophi - 
cal theory, which the vulgar never think of. Philoso- 
phers, ancient and modern, have maintained, tbat^thc 
operations of the mind, like the tools of an artifioer, 
can only be employed upon objects thdt are present nn 
the mind, or in the brain, where the mind is supposed 
£o reside. Therefore, objects that are distant, in tiiAe 
or place, must have a representative in the mind, or in 
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‘ liie brain ; some image or picture of them, which i^ 
the object that the mind contemplates. This repre- 
'i^tatiye image was, in the old philosophy, called a 
Species or phaiUasm. Since the time of Des Cartes, it 
has more commonly been called an idea ; and every 
thought is conceived to have an idea for its object. As 
this has been a common opinion among philosopliers, 
as far back as we can trace philosophy, it is the less to 
be wondered at, that they should be apt to confound 
the operation of the mind in thinking, with the idea oc 
object of thought, which is supposed to be its insepar- 
able concomitant. 

If we pay any regard to the common sense of man- 
kind, thought and tlie object of thought are different 
things, and ought to be distinguished. It is true, 
thought .cannot be without an object, for every man 
'who thihks must think of something ; but the object 
he thinks of is one thing, his thought of that object is 
another thing. They are distinguished in all lan- 
guages even by the vulgar ; and many things may be 
affirmed of thought, that is, of the operation of the 
mind in thinking, which cannot without error, and 
even absurdity, be affirmed of the object of that opera- 
tion. 

From this, I think it is evident, that if the word idea 
in a work where it occurs in every paragraph, be used 
without any intimation of the ambiguity of the word, 
sometimes to signify thought, or the operation of the 
mind' in thinking, sometimes to signify those internal 
obje.its of thought which philosophers suppose, this 
must occasion confusion in the thoughts both of the 
aiithor and ot the readers. I take this to be the greatest 
^Jilpmish in the Fssay on Human Undcistanding I ap- 
•p^'chend this is the true source of several paradoxical 
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bpinions in that excellent work, which I shall have oc- 
casion to take notice of. 

Here it is very natural to ask, Whether it was M- 
Locke’s opinion, ' that ideas are the only objects of 
thought ? or. Whether it is not possible for men to 
think of things which ate not ideas in the mind ? 

To this question it is hot easy to give a direct an- 
swer. On the one hand, he says often, in distinct and 
studied expressions, that the term idea stands for what- 
ever is the object of the understanding \Vhen a man 
thinks, or whatever it is which the mind can be em- 
ployed about in thinking : That the mind perceives 
nothing but its own ideas : That all knowledge con- 
sists in the perception of the agreement or disagree- 
ment of our ideas ; That we can have no knowledge 
further than we have ideas. These, and many other 
expressions of the like import, evidently imply, that 
every object of thought must be an idea, and can be 
•nothing else. 

On the other hand, I am persuaded that Mr Locke 
would have acknowledged, that we may think of A- 
lEXANDER the Great, or of the planet Jupiter, and of 
numberless things, which he would have owned arc 
not ideas in the mind, but objects which exist indepen- 
dent of the mind that thinks of them. 

How shall we reconcile the two parts of this apparent 
contradiction ? All I ani able to say upon Mr Locke’s 
principles to reconcile them, is this* That we dannot 
think of Alexander, or of the' planet Jupiter,iunless 
we have in our minds an idea, that is, an image or 
picture of those objects. The idea of AlexandeIi. is 
an image, or picture, or representation of that hero^in 
my mind ; and this idea is the immediate object of my 
thought when I thitik of Alexander, That this wals 
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Locke’s opinion, and that it has been generally the o- 
pinion of philosophers, there can be no doubt, 

, But, instead of giving light to the question proposed, 
It seems to involve it in greater darkness. 

When I think of Alexander, I am told there is an 
linage or idea of Alexander in my mind, which is 
the immediate object of this thought. The necessary 
consequence of this seems to be, that , there are two 
objects of this thought ; the idea, which is in the mind, 
and the person represented by that idea ; the first, the 
immediate object of the thought, the last, the object 
of the same thought, but not the immediate object. 
This is a bard saying ; for it make^ every thought of 
things external to have a double object. Every man 
is conscious of *his thoughts, and yet, upon attentive 
reflection, he perceives no such duplicity in the object 
he thinks about. Sometimes meii see objects double, 
but they always know when th^ do so : And I know 
of no philosopher who has expressly owned this dupli- 
city in the object of thought, though it follows neces- 
sarily from maintaining, that, in the same thought, 
there is onp object that is immediate and in'the mind 
itself ; and another object, which is not immediate, and 
which is not in the mind. 

Besides this, it seems very hard, or rather impossible, 
to understand What is meant by an object of thought, 
that is not an immediate object of thought. A body 
in mption may move another that was at rest, by the 
inediam of a third body that is interposed. I'his is 
easily understood j but we are unable to conceive any 
medium interposed between a mind and the thought 
of that mind ; and, to think of any object by a medium^ 
seems to be words without any meaning. There is a 
sense in which a thing may be said to be perceived by 
a medium. Thus, any kind of sign may be said to be 

VOL. I. X 
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ihe meditifn by \iPhicb I percdve or understand the 
thing signified. The sign, by custom, or compact, o^ 
perhaps by nature, introduces the thought of the thing, 
signified. But here the thing signified, when it is in-’ 
troduced to ^he thought, is an object of thought no 
less iipmediate than the sign was before : And there 
ate here two objects of thought, one succeeding ano- 
ther, which we have sheWn is not the case with respect 
to an idea, and the object it represents. 

I apprehend, therefore, that if .philosophers will 
maintain, that ideas in the mind are the only imme* 
diate objects of thought, they will be forced to 
grant that they are the sole objects of -thought, and 
that it is impossible for men to think of any thing 
else. Yet, surely Mr Locke believed that we can 
think of many things that are not ideas in th.e mind ; 
but he seems not to have perceived, that the maintain* 
ing that ideas in the wind are the only immediate ob* 
jects of thought, must necessarily draw this consequence 
along with if. 

The consequence, however, was seen by Bishop. 
Berkeley and Mr HumE, who rather chose to admit 
the consequence than to give up the principle from 
which it follows. 

Perhaps it was ufortiinate for Mr Locke, that he 
used the word idea so Very frequently, as to make it 
very difficult to give the attention necessary to put it 
always to the same meaning. And it appears evident, 
that, in many places, he means nothing more^ by it 
but the notion or conception we have of any object of 
thought ; that is, the act of the mind, in conceiving it, 
and not tho object conceived. 

In explaining this word, he says, that he uses it fpr 
whatever is meant by phantasm, notion, species. Here, 
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are three syoonymes to die word i^a. The first and 
last are very proper to express the philosophical mean- 
ing of the word, being term? of art in the Perip^tetie 
philosophy, and signifying images o.f external things iir 
the mind, which, according to that philosophy, are ob- 
jects of thought; But .the word nolion is a word in 
common language, whos6 meaning agrees ejtucUy with 
the popular meaning of the word^f/cja, but, not with the 
philosophical. 

When, these two different meanings of the Wprff iAea 
are confounded in a studied explication of it, there , is 
little reason to expe^ that they should be carefully 
distinguished in the frequent use of it; There are 
many passages in the Essay, in which, tp make them 
intelligible, the word id?a must be t^ken in one of 
those senses, and many others, in which it must he 
taken in the other. It seems probable, that the author, 
not attending to this ambiguity of the word, used it in 
the one setise or the other, as the,8ubj^t-,matter requit- 
ed ; and the far greater part of his readers have dph? 
the same. 

There is a third sense, in which he rises the word 
not unffequently, to signify objects, of thought that 
are not in the mind, but external. Of thi? he seems tp 
be sensible, and somewhere m^kes dn apology for it. 
When he affirms, as he does in innum^fable places, 
that all human knowledge consists in the perception .of 
the agreement or disagreement of our idea?, it is im- 
possible to . put a meaning upon this, consistent with 
his principles, unless he meads by ided# .every objeqt 
of human ^thought, whether mediate .or immediate j 
every thing, in a word, that can he signiffed by thp 
subject,, or iby the predicate of a propositipn. 

'Eh us we see, that the. word has three di]ffei;eijt 

meanings in the Essay j and the author seems to hate 
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tinctly, will express these operations distinctly, as their 
consciousness represents them to the mind ; But phi- 
losophers think they ought to know, not only that 
there are such operations, but how they are perform- 
ed ; how they see, and hear, and remember, and ima- 
gine ; and, having invented a theory to explain these 
operations, by ideas or images in the mind, they suit 
their expressions to their theory ; and as a false com- 
ment throws a cloud upon the text, so a false theory 
darkens the phenomena which it attempts to explain. 

We shall examine this theory afterwards. Here I 
would only observe, that if it is not true, it may be 
expected that it should lead ingenious men who adopt 
it to confound the operations of the mind with their 
objects, and with one another, even where the com- 
mon language of the unlearned clearly distinguishes 
them. One that trusts to a false guide, is in greater 
danger of being led astray than he who trusts his own 
eyes, though he should be but indifferently acquainted 
with the road. 


CHAP. X. 

Of the Sentiments of Bishop Berkeley. 

^Eoroe Berkeley, afterwards Bishop of Cloync; 

published his new Theory of Vision in 1709 ; his 
Treatise on the principles of Human Knowledge, in 
1710 ; and his Dialogues between Hylas and Phylo- 
nous, in 1713; being then a fellow of Trinity Col- 
lege, Dublin. He is acknowledged universally to have 
great merit as an excellent writer, and a very acute 
and clear reasoner on the most abstract subjects, not td 
speak of his virtues as a man, ijvliich were very cohspi-, 
cuous ; Yet the doctrine chiefly held forth in Yh^ 
treatises above mentioned, especially in the two last#^ 



VF THE SENTIMENTS OF BISHOP BERKELEY. 167 

has gfenerally been thought so very absurd, that few 
can be brought to think that he either believed it 
himself, or that he seriously meant to persuade others 
. of its truth. 

He maintains, and thinks he has demonstrated, by 
a variety of arguments, grounded on principles of 
philosophy universally received, that there is no such 
thing as matter in the universe ; that sun and moon, 
earth and sea, our own bodies, and those of our friends, 
are nothing but ideas in the minds of those who think 
of them, and that they have no existence when they 
are not the objects of thought ; that all that is in the 
universe may ■ be reduced to two categories, to wit, 
minds, and ideas in the mind. 

But, however absurd this doctrine might appear to 
the unlearned, who consider the existence of the ob- 
jects of sense as the most evident of all truths, and 
what no man in his senses can doubt ; the philoso- 
phers, who had been accustomed to consider ideas as 
the immediate objects of all thought, had no title to 
view this doctiine of Bepkeley in so unfavourable a 
light. 

They were taught by Des Cartes, and by all that 
came after him, that the existence of the objects of 
sense is not self-evident, but requires to be proved by 
arguments ; and although Des Cartes, and many 
others, had laboured to find arguments for this pur- 
pose, there did not appear to be that force and clear- 
ness iij thena which might have been expected in a 
matter of such intportance. Mr Norris ha4 declared, 
that after, all the arguments that had been offer- 
ed, the existence of an external world is only proba- 
ble, but by no means certain. . Malebranchk thought 
it mted upon the. authqrity of revelation, and that the 
^tfguments drawn from reason were not perfectly con- 
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elusive. Others thought, that the argument from 
velation was a mere sophism, because revelation comes 
to us by our senses, and must rest upon tlieir authori- 
ty. 

Thus we see,- that’ the new philosophy had been ■ 
making gradual approaches towards Berkeley’s opi- 
nion ; and, whatever others might di), die philoso- 
phers had no title to look upon it as absurd, or unwor- 
thy of a fair examination. Several authors attempted 
to answer his arguments, but with little success, and 
others acknowledged that they could neither answer 
them not assent to them. It is probable the Bishop 
made bpt few converts to his doctrine ; but it is cer- 
tain he made some ; and that he himself continued, to 
the end of his life, firmly persuaded, not only of its 
truth, but of its great importance for the improvement 
of human knowledge, and especially for the defence, 
of religion. Dial. Pref. “ If the principles which I 
“ here endeavour to propagate are admitted for true, 
“ the consequences which I think evidently flow from 
“ thence are, that atheism and scepticism will be ut- 

terly destroyed, many intricate points made plain, 
“ great difficulties solved, several useless parts of sci- 
“ ence retrenched, speculation referred to practice, 

“ and men reduced from paradoxes to common sense.” 

In the Theory of Vision, he goes no further than tp 
assert, that the objects of sight are nothing bqt ideas 
in the mind, granting, or at least not denying, that 
there is a tangible world, which is really external, and 
which exists whether we perceive it or not. Whether 
the reason of this was, that his system had not, at that 
time, wholly opened to his own mind, or whether he 
thought it prudent to let it enter into the miqds of 
his readers by degrees,^ I cannot say. I think hi^ iUr 
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^nuVes the last as the reason in the Principles of Hu- 
man Knowledge. 

The Theory of Vision, however, taken by itself, 
and without relation to the main branch of his system, 
contains very important discoveries, and marks of great 
genius. He distinguishes, more accurately than any 
that went before him, between the immediate objects 
of sight, and those of the other senses which are early 
associated with them. He shews, that distance, of it- 
self, and immediately, is not seen ; but that we learn 
to judge of it by certain sensations and perceptions 
which are connected with it. This is a very impor- 
tant observation ; and, I believe, was first made by 
this author. It gives much new light to the opem- 
tions of our senses, and serves to account for many 
phaenomena in optics, of which the greatest adepts in 
that science had always either given a false account, or 
acknowledged that they could give none at all. 

We may observe, by the ivay, that the ingenious 
author seems not to have attended to a distinction, by 
which his general assertion ought to have been limit- 
ed. It is true, that the distance of an (object from the 
eye is not immediately seen ; but there is a certain 
kind of distance of one object from another, which we 
see immediately. The author acknowledges, that 
there is a visible extension, and visible figures, which 
are proper objects of sight ; there must therefore be a 
visible distance. Astronomers call it angular distance ; 

. and although they measufe it by the angle, which is 
made by two lines drawn from the eye to the two dis- 
tant objects, yet it is immediately perceived by sight, 
even by those who never thought of that angle. 

f4e led the way in ^shewing how we learn to per- 
'ce'ive the distance of an object from the eye, though 
this speculation was carried further by others who 
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c'jme after him. He made the distinction betWefen 
that extension and figure which we perceive by sight 
only, and that which we*’ perceive by touch; calling 
the first, vi. ible, the last, tangible extension and ligure. 
He shewed likewise, that tangible extension, and not 
visible, is the object of geometry, ahhough inathema- 
tKiaiis c'.immonly use visible diagrams in their demon- 
straiions. 

Tlie notion of extension and figure which we get 
from sight only, and that which we get from touch, 
have been so constantly conjoined from our infancy 
in ulbthe judgments we form of the objects of sense, 
that It lerjuired great abilities to distinguish them ac- 
curately, and to assign to each sense what truly be- 
longs to It ; “ so diflicult a thing it is,” as Berkeley, 
justly observes, “ dissolve an union so early begun, 
and “ confirmed by so long a habit,” This point he 
has laboured, through the whole of the Essay on Vi- 
sion, with that uncommon penetration and judgment 
which he possessed, and with as* great success as could 
be expected in a first attempt upon so abstruse a sub- 
ject. 

He concludes this Essay,* by shewing, in no less than 
seven sections, the notions which an intelligent being, 
endowed with sight, yvithout the sense of touch, might 
form of the objects of sense. This speculation, to 
shallow thinkers, may appear to be egregious trifling. 

To Bishop Berkeley it appeared in another light, 
and will do so to those who ^re capable of entering in- 
to it, and who know the importance of it, in solving 
many of the pha?noinena of vision. He seems, indeed, 
to have exerted moie force of genius in this than in the 
main branch of liis system. , 

In the new philosophy, the pillars by which the' 
existence of a material world was supported were so 
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that it did not require the force of a Samson to 
bring ^hem d(.wn ; and in this we have not so much 
reason to admire the strength of Berkeley’s genius, 
as his boldness in publishing to the world an opinion, 
which the unlearned w^ould be apt to interpret as tSe 
sign of a crazy intellect. A man who was firmly 
persuaded of the doctrine universally received by phi- 
losophers concerning ideas, if he could but take cou- 
rage to call in question the existence of a material 
world, would easily find unanswerable arguments in 
that doctrine. “Some truths there are,” says Berke- 
ley, “ so near and obvious to the mind, that a man 
“ need only ’open his eyes to see theiUi Such,” he 
adds, “ I take this important one to be, that all the 
“ choir of heaven, and furniture of the earth ; in a 
“word,- all those bodies which compose the mighty 
‘“frame of the world, have not any subsistence without 
“ a mind.” Princ. § 6. 

The principle from which this important conclu- 
sion is obviously deduced, is laid dowm in the first 
sentence of his Principles of Knowledge as evident; 
and indeed it had always been acknowledged by phf- 
losophers, “It is evident,” says he, “ to. any one 
‘‘ who takes a survey of the objects of human know- 
“ ledge, that they are either ideas actually imprinted 
“ on the senses, or else such as are perceived, by at- 
“ tending to the passions and operations of the mind; 
%or,; lastly, ideas formed by help of memory and ima- 
“ ginatioti, . either compounding, dividing, or barely 
“ representing those originally perceived in the foresaid 
“ ways.” 

This is the foundation on which the whole system 
rests. If this be true, ^hen, indeed, the existence of a 
material world must be a dream that has imposed up- 
on all mankind from the beginning of the world- 

7 . 
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The foundation on which a fabric rests ought. tti' be 
very solid, and well established ; yet Berkeley says 
nothing more for it than that it is evident. If he 
means that it is self-evident, this indeed might be a 
good reason for not offering any direct argument in 
proof of it. But I apprehend this cannot justly be 
said. Self-evident propositions are those which appear 
evident to every man of sound understanding who 
apprehends the meaning of them distinctly, and at- 
tends to them without prejudice. Can this be said of 
this proposition, that all the objects of our knowledge 
are ideas in our own minds ? I believe, that, to any 
man uninstructed m philosophy, this proposition will 
appear very improbable, if not absurd. However 
scanty his knowledge may be, he considers the sun 
and moon, the earth, and sea, as objects of it : And it 
will be difficult to persuade him, that those objects of 
his knowledge are ideas in his own mind, and have 
no existence when he does not think of them. If I 
may presume to speak my own sentiments, I once be- 
lieved this doctrine of ideas sa firmly, as to embrace 
the whole of Berkeley’s system in consequence of it ; 
till, finding other consequences to follow from it, 
which gave me more uneasiness than the want of a 
material world, it came int® my mind more than forty 
years ago, to put the question. What evidence have I 
for this doctrine, that all the objects of my knowledge 
are ideas in my own mind? From that time to the 
present I have been candidly and impartially, as 
1 think, seeking for the evidence of this principle, 
1ml can find none, excepting the authority of philoso- 
phers. 

We shall have occasion to examine its evidence af- 
terwards. I would at present only observe, that all 
the ai'guraents brought by Berkeley against the ex- 
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istemce of a material world are grounded upon it ; and 
that he' has not attempted to give any evidence for it, 
but takes it for granted, as other philosophers had done 
before him. 

But supposing this principle to be true, Berkeley’s 
system is impregnable. No demonstration can be 
more evident than his reasoning from it. Whatever 
is perceived is an idea, and an idea can only exist in 
a mind. It has no existence when it is not perceiv-* 
ed ; nor can there be any thing like an idea, but an 
idea. 

So sensible he was, that it required no laborious 
reasoning to 'deduce his system from the principle 
laid down, that he was afraid of being thought need- 
lessly prolix in handling the subject, and makes an 
apology.for it. Princ. § 22. “ To what purpose is it,” 
^says he, “ to dilate upon that which may be demon- 
“ strated with the utmost evidence, in a line or two, to 
“ any one who is capable of the least reflection.” But 
though his demonstration might have been compre- 
hended in a line or two, he very prudently thought, ' 
that an opinion, which the world would be apt to look 
upon as a monster of absurdity, would not be able to 
make its way at once, even by the force of a naked 
demonstration. He observes Justly, Dial. 2. “ That 
“ though a demonstration be never so well grounded, 
“ and fairly proposed, yet, if there is, withal, a strain 
V- of '.prejudice, or a wrong bias on the understanding, 
“ can it be expected to perceive clearly, and adhere 

firmly to the truth ? No ; there is need of time and 
“ pains ; the attention must be awakened and de- 
“ tabled by a frequent repetition of the same thing, 
“ placed often in the s,ame, often in different lights.” 

It was therefore necessary to dwell upon it, and 
turn it on all sides till it became familiar i to consider 
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all its consequences, and to obviate every prejudice 
and prepossession that might hinder its admittance. 
It w as even a matter of some difficulty to fit it to • 
common language, so far as to enable men to speak 
and reason about it intelligibly. Those \vho have 
entered seriously into Berkeley’s system have found, 
after ail the assistance which his writings give, that 
time and practice are necessary to acquire the habit 
of speaking and thinking distinctly upon it. 

Berkeley foresaw the opposition that w’ould be 
made to his system, from t\Vo diflerent quarters ; Jitst, 
from the philosophers ; and, sccond/i/, from the vulgar, 
who are led by the plain dictates of natuTre. The first 
he had the courage to oppose openly and avowedly ; 
the second he dreaded much more, and therefore takes 
a great deal of pains, and, I think, uses some art to ^ 
court into his party. This is particularly observable 
in his Dialogues. He sets out with a declaration. 
Dial. I. “ That of late he had quitted several of the 
“ sublime notions he had got in the schools of the 
“ philosophers for vulgar opinions,” and assures Hylas, 
his fellow-dialogist, “ That, since this revolt from me- 
“ taphysical notions to the plain dictates of nature, 

“ and common sense, he found his understanding 
“ strangely enlightened ; so that he could now easily 
“ comprehend a great many things, which before 
“ were all mystery and riddle.” Pref. to Dial. ■ “ If 
“ his principles are admitted for true, men will be re-. 

“ duced from paradoxes to common sense.” At the 
same time he acknowledges, “ That they carry with 
“ them a great opposition to the prejudices of philoso- 
“ pliers, which have so far prevailed against the cora- 
“ mon sense and natural notiops of mankind.” 

When Hylas objects to him. Dial. 3. “ You can 
“ never persuade me Philonous, that the denying of 
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iTfatter or corporeal substance is not repugnant tq 
y the universal sense of mankind he answers, “ I 
“ wish both our opinions were fairly stated, and sub- 
“ milted to the judgment of men who had plain com- 
“ mon sense, without the prejudices of a learned edu- 
“ cation. Let, me be represented as one who trusts 
“ his senses, w‘ho thinks he know;s the things he sees 
“ and feels, and entertains no doubt of their existence. 
“ — If by material substance is meant only sensible 
“ body, that wdiich is seen and felt, (and the unphilo- 
“ sophical part of the world, I dare say, mean no 
“ more,) then I am more certain of matter’s existence 
“ than you dr any other philosopher pretend to be. 
“ If there be any thing which makes the generality 
“ of mankind averse from the notions I espouse, it is 
a misapprehension that I deny the reality of sensible 
“ 'things ; But as it is you who are guilty o‘ diai, and 
“ not I, it follows, that in truth their aversion is a- 
“ gainst your notions, and not mine. — ^I am content 
“ to appeal to the common s nse of the world for the 
“ truth of my notion. — •! am of a vulgar cast, simple 
“ enough to believe my senses, and to leave things as 
“ I find them.— I cannot, for my life, help thinking 
“ that snow is white, and fire hot.*' 

When Hylas is at last entirely converted, he ob- 
serves to pHiLONOus, “ After all, the controversy about 
“ matter, in the strict acceptation of it, lies altogether 
(‘/between you and the philosophers, whose principles, 
I acknowledge, are not near so natural, or so agiee- 
“ . able to the common sense of mankind, and Holy 
“ Scripture, as yours.” Philonous observes in the 
end, “ That he does not pretend to be a setter up of 
“ new notions, his endeavours tend only to unite, and 
” to place in a clearer light, that truth which was be- 
“ fore shared between the vulgar and the phdosopliers ; 
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the former being of opinion, that those thmgs’lhey 
“ immediately perceive are the real things ; and the 
“ latter, that the things immediately perceived arc 

ideas which exist only in the mind ; which two 
“ things put together do, in effect, constitute the sub- 
“ stance of what he advances And he concludes 
by observing, “ That those principles, which at first 
“ view lead to scepticism, pursued to a certain point, 
“ bring men back to common sense.” 

These passages shew sufficiently the author’s concern 
to reconcile his system to the plain dictates of nature 
and common sense, while he expresses no concern to 
reconcile it to the received doctrines of philosophers. 
He is fond to take part with the vulgar against the 
philosophers, and to vindicate common sense against 
their innovations. What pity is it that he did-not carry 
this suspicion of the doctrine of philosophers so far* as 
to doubt of that philosophical tenet on which his whole 
system is built, to wit, that the things immediately 
perceived by the senses are ideas which exist only ir 
the mind ! 

After all, it seems no easy matter to make the vulgai 
opinion and that of BERXEtEY to meet. And to ac- 
complish this, he seems to me to draw each out of it? 
line towards the other, not without some straining. 

The vulgar opinion he reduces to this, that the very 
things which we perceive by our senses do really exist 
This he grants : For these things, says he, are ideas-it 
our minds, or complexions of ideas, to which we givf 
one name, and consider as one thing ; these are th( 
immediate objects of sense, and these do really exist 
As to the notion, that those things have an absolut* 
external existence, independent of being perceived b] 
any mind, he thinks that this is no notion of the vul 
gar, but a refinement of philosophers ; and that tti* 
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notion of material substance, as a substratum, or support 
of that ‘collection of sensible qualities to which we give 
the name of an apple or a melon, Is likewise an inven- 
tion of.philosophers, and is not found with the vulgar 
till they are instructed by philosophers. The sub- 
stance not being an object of sense, the vulgar never 
think of it ; or, if they are taught the use of the word, 
they mean no more by it but that collection of sensi- 
ble qualities which they, from finding them conjoined 
in nature, have been accustomed to call by one name, 
and to consider as one thing. 

Thus he draws the vulgar opinion near to his own ; 
and, that he may meet it half way, he acknowledges, 
that material things have a real existence out of the 
mind of this or that person ; but the question, says he, 
between- the materialist and me, is, Whether they have 
M absolute existence distinct from their being per- 
ceived by God, and exterior to all minds ? This, in- 
deed, he says, some heathens and philosophers have 
affirmed ; but whoever entertains notions of the Deity, 
suitable to the Holy Scripture, will be of another opi- 
nion. 

But here an objection occurs, which it required all 
his ingenuity to answer. It is this : The ideas in my 
mind cannot be the same with the ideas of any other 
mind ; therefore, if the objects I perceive be only ideas, 
it is impossible that the objects I perceive can exist 
any where, when I do not perceive them ; and it is 
impossible that two or more minds can perceive the 
s^me object. 

To this Berkeley answers, that this objection presses 
no less the opinion of the materialist philosojiher than 
his ; but the difficulty to make his opinion coincide 
with the notions of the vulgar, who are firmly persuad- 
ed, that the very identical objects which they perceive,- 
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continue to exist when they do not perceive thefh ; 
and wlio are no less firmly persuaded, that when ten 
men look at the sun or the moon, they all see the same 
individual object. 

To reconcile this repugnancy, he observes. Dial. 3. 
“ That if the term .same be taken in the. vulgar accep- 
“ tation, it is certain, (and not at all repugnant to the 
“ principles he maintains,) that difterent persons may 
“ perceive the same thing ; or the same thing or idea 
“ exist in different minds. Words are of arbitrary im- 
“ position ; and since men are used to apply the word 
“ same, where no distinction or variety is perceived, 
“ and he does not pretend to alter their perceptions, it 
“ follows, that as men have said before, .several sn:c the 
“ same thinsr ; so they may, upon like occasions, still 
“ continue to use the same phrase without any devia- 
“ tion, cither from propriety of language or the truth 
“ of things ; but if the term same be used in the ac- 
” ceptation of philosophers, who pretend to an ab- 
“ stractcd notion of identity, then, according to their 
“ sundry definitions of this term, (for it is not yet 
“ agreed wherein that philosophic identity consists,) 
“ it may or may not be possible for divers persons to 
“ perceive the same thing ; but whether philosophers 
“ shall think fit to call a thing the same or no, is, I 
“ conceive, of small importance. Men irtay dispute 
“ about identity and diversity, without any real dilfe- 
“ rence in their thoughts and opinions, abstractedfroiti 
“ names.” 

Upon the whole, I apprehend that Berkeley has 
carried this attempt to reconcile his system to the vul- 
gar opinion further than reason supports him : and he 
was no doubt templed to do so.'^ from a just apprehen- 
sion that, in a controversy of this kind, the common 
sense of mankind is the most formidable antagonist. 
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Berkeley has employed much pains and ingenuity 
to shew that his system, if received and believed, 
would not be attended with those bad consequences in 
the conduct of life which superficial thinkers may be 
apt to impute to it. His system does not take away or 
make any alteration upon our pleasures or our pains : 
Our sensations,’ whether agreeable or disagreeable, are 
the same upon his system as upon any other. These 
are real things, and the only things that interest us. 
They are produced in us according to certain laws of 
nature, by which our conduct will be directed m at- 
taining the one, and avoiding the other : And it is of 
no moment toais, whether they are produced imme- 
diately by the operation of some powerful intelligent 
being upon our minds, or by the mediation of some 
inanima^tc being which we call matter. 

''“sThe evidence of an all-governing mind, so far from 
being weakened, seems to appear even in a more 
striking light upon his hypothesis, than upon the 
common one. The powers which inanimate matter is 
supposed to possess, have always been the strong hold 
of Atheists, to which they had recourse in defence of 
their system. This fortress of Atheism must be most 
effectually overturned, if there is no such thing as mat- 
ter in the universe. In all this the Bishop reasons 
justly and acutely. But there is one uncomfortable 
consequence of his system, which he seems not to have 
attended to, and from which it will be found difficult, 
if at all possible, to guard it. 

The consequence I mean is this, that, although it 
/leaves us sufficient evidence of a supreme intelligent 
mind, it seems to take away all the evidence we hav e 
of other intelligent beings like ourselves. What I call 
a father, a brother, or a fiiend, is only a parcel of ideas 
in my own mind ^ and being ideas in my mind, they 

2 
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cannot possibly have that relation to another rainO" 
which they have to mine, any more than the pain felt 
by me can be the individual pain felt by another. I 
can find no principle in Berkeley’s system, which 
affords me even probable ground to conclude, that 
there are other intelligent beings like myself, in the 
relations of father, brother, fripnd, or- fellow- citr/en, 

1 am left alone, as the only creature of GoOvin the uni- 
verse, in that forlorn state of Egoism, into which, it is 
said, some of the disciples of Des Cartes were brought 
by his philosophy. 

Of all the opinions that have ever been advanced by 
philosophers, this of Bishop Berkeley, -that there is no 
material world, seems the strangest, and the most apt 
to bring philosophy into ridicule with plain men, who 
are guided by the dictates of nature and common - 
sense. And it will not, I apprehend, be improper to 
trace this progeny of the doctrine of ideas from its ori- 
gin, and to observe its gradual progress, till it acquired 
suoli strength, that a pious and* learned Bishop had the 
boldness to usher it into the, world, as demonstrable 
from the principles of philosophy universally received, 
and as an admirable expedient Sir the advancement of 
knowledge, and for the defence of religion. 

During the reign of the Peripatetic philosophy, men 
were little disposed to doubt, and much to dogmatize. 
The existence of the objects of sense was held as a first 
principle ; and the received doctrine was, that the sen- 
sible species or idea is the very form of the external 
object, just separated from the matter of it, and sept 
into the mind that perceives it ; so that we find no ap- 
pearance of scepticism about the existence of matter 
under that philosophy. 

Des Cartes taught men to doubt even of those 
things that had been taken for first principles. He 
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■^rejected the doctrine of species or ideas coming from 
objects’; but still maintained, that what we imme-^ 
diately perceive Is not the external object, but an idea 
or image ot it in our mind. This led some ot his dis- 
ciples into Egoism, and to disbelieve the existence of 
every creature in the universe but themselves and their 
own ideas. 

But Des Cartes himself, either from dread of the 
censure of the church, wdiich he took great care not 
to provoke, or to slum the ridicule of the world, which 
might have crushed his system at once, as it did that 
of the Egoists ; or, perhaps, from inward conviction, 
was resolved ‘to support the existence of matter. To 
do this consisiently with his principles, he found him- 
self obliged to have recourse to arguments that are far- 
fetched, and not very cogent. Sometimes he argues, 
that our senses are given us by God, who is no de- 
ceiver; and therefore we ought to believe’ their testi- 
mony. But this argument is weak; because, accord- 
ing to his principles, our senses testify no more but 
that we have certain idpas : And if we draw conclu- 
sions from this testimony, which the premises will not 
support, we deceive ourselves. To give more force lo 
this weak argument, he sometimes adds, that we liavc 
by nature a strong propensity to believe that there is an 
external world corresponding to our ideas. 

Malebranche ihoUght, that this strong propensity 
i-s-ncit a sufficient reason for believing the existence of 
matter ; and that it is to be received as an article of 
j.aith, not certainly discoverable by reason. He is 
aware that faith comes by hearing ; and that it may be 
said that prophets, apostles, and miracles, are only 
ideas in our minds. ^But to this he answers, That 
though these things are only ideas, yet faith turns them 
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into realities ; and this answer, he hopes, will satisfy- 
those who are not too morose. 

It may perhaps seem strange, that Locke, who 
wrote so much about ideas, should not see those con- 
sequences which Berkeley thought so obviously de- 
ducible from that doctrine. Mr Locke surety was not 
willing that the doctrine of ideas should be thought to 
be loaded with such consequences. He acknowledges, 
that the existence of a material world is not to be re- 
ceived as a first principle ; nor is it demonstrable ; but 
he offers the best arguments for it he can ; and supplies 
the weakness of his arguments by this observation, 
that wp have such evidence as is sufficient to diiect us 
in pursuing the good, and avoiding the ill we may re- 
ceive from external things, beyond which we have no 
concern. 

There is, indeed, a single passage in Locke’s Essay, 
wdiich may lead one to conjecture, that he had a 
glimpse of that system which Berkeley afterwards 
advanced, but thought proper to suppress it within his 
^wn breast. The passage is in book 4. chap. 10. 
ivhere, having proved the existence of an eternal intel- 
ligent mind, he comes to answer those who conceive 
that matter also must be eternal ; because we cannot 
conceive how it could be made out of nothing : And 
having observed that the creation of minds requires no 
less power than the creation of matter, he adds what 
follows: “ Nay, possibly, if we could emancipate our.. 

‘ selves from vulgar notions, and raise our thoughts, 

* as far as they would reach, to a closer contemplation 
‘ of things, we might be able to aim at some dim and , 
‘ seeming conception, how matter might at first be 
‘ made, and begin to exist by the power of that eternal 
‘ first Being ; but to give beginning and being to a 
‘ spirit, would be found a more inconceivable effect 
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of omnipotent power. But this being what would 
“ perhaps lead us too far from the notions on which 
•“ the philosophy now in the world is built, it would 
“ not be pardonable to deviate so far from them, or to 
“ inquire, so far as grammar itself would authorise, if 
“ the common settled opinion opposes it ; especially 
“ in this place,* where the received doctrine serves well 

enough to our present purpose.” 

It appears from this passage, That Mr Locke 
had some system in his mind, perhaps not fully digest- 
ed, to which we might be led, by raising our thoughts 
to a closer contemplation of things, and emancipating 
them from vulgar notions. SecmfUi/., That this- system 
would lead so far from the notions on which the phi- 
losophy now in the world is built, that he thought 
■ proper to keep it within his own breast. Tliirdltf, That 
it Vnight be doubted whether this system differed so far 
from the common settled opinion in reality, as it 
seemed to do in words. Fourthlif, By this system, we 
might possibly be enabled to aim at some dim and 
seeming conception how. matter might at first be made 
and begin to exist ; but it would give no aid in con- 
ceiving how a spirit might be made. These are the 
characteristics of that system which Mr Locke had in 
his mind, and thought it prudent to suppress. May 
they not lead to a probable conjecture, that it was the 
same, or something similar to that of Bishop Berke- 
ley? According to Berkeley’s system, Goo’s creating 
the material world at such a time, means no more but 
that he decreed from that time, to produce ideas in the 
/minds of finite spirits, in that order, and according to 
• those rules, which we call the laws of Nature. This, 
indeed, removes all difficulty, in conceiving how matter 
was created ; and Berkeley does not fail to take notice 
•f the advantage of his system on that account. But 
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his system gives no aid in conceiving how a spirit inay^ 
be made. It appears, therefore, that every particular 
Mr Locke has hinted, with regaid to that system which , 
he had in his mind, but thought it prudent to suppress, 
tallies exactly with the system of Berkeley. If w^e 
add to this, that Berkeley's system follows from Mr 
Locke’s, by very obvious consequence, it seems rea- 
sonable to conjecture, from the passage mow quoted, 
that he was not unaware of that consequence, but left 
it to those who should come after him to carry his 
principles their full length, when they should by time 
be better established, and able to bear the shock of 
their opposition to vulgar notions. Mr Norris, in his 
Essay towards the theory of the ideal or inlelligible 
world, published in 1701, observes, that the material 
world is not an object of sense ; because sensation is 
within us, and has no object. Its existence, therefore, 
he says, is a collection of reason, and not a very evL 
•dent one. 

From this detail we may learn, that the doctrine of^ 
idcast as it W'as new modelled by Des Caries, looked 
with an unfriendly aspect upon the material world ; 
and although philosophers were very unwilling to give 
up either, they found it a very difficult task to recon- 
cile them to each other. In this state of things Ber- 
keley, I think, is reputed the first who had the daring 
resolution to give up the material .wmrld altogether, as 
a sacrifice to the received philosophy of ideas. 

But we ought not in this historical sketch to omit an 
author of far inferior name, Arthur Collier, Rector 
of Langford Magna, near Sarum. He , published a' 
book in 1713, which he calls C/avis Umversa/is ; or, a 
new Enquiry after Truth ; being a demonstration of 
the non-existence, or impossibility of an external world. 
His arguments are the same in substance with Berre- 
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'ley’s ; and he appears to understand the whole strength 
of his cause. Though he is not deficient in metaphy- 
sictd acuteness, his style is disagreeable, being fu^ of 
conceits, of new coined words, scholastic terms, and 
perplexed sentences. He appears to be well acquaint- 
ed with Des Cartes, Malebranche and Norris, as 
well as with A-risiotle and the schoolmen : But, what 
is very strange, it does not appear that he had evec 
heard of Locke’s Essay, which "had been published 
twenty-four years, or of Berkeley’s Principles of 
Knowledge, which had been published three years. 

He says, he had been ten years firmly convinced of 
the non-existence of an external world, before he ven- 
tured to publish his book. He is far from thinking as 
Berkeley does, that the vulgar are of his opinion. If 
his book should make any converts to his system, (of 
tVhich he expresses little hope, though he has support- 
ed it by nine demonstrations,) he takes pains to shew 
that his disciples, notwithstanding their opinion, may, 
with the unenlightened, speak of material things in 
the common style. He, himself had scruples of con- 
science about this for some time ; and if he had not’ 
got over them, he must have shut his lips for ever : 
But he considered, that God himself has used this style 
in speaking to men in the Holy Scripture, and has 
thereby sanctified it to all the faithful ; and that to the 
pure all things are pure. He thinks his opinion may 
be-oCigreat use, especially in religion ; and applies it 
in particular, to put an end to the controversy about 
Christ’s presence in the sacrament. 

I have taken the liberty to give this short account of 
Collier’s book, because I believe it is rare, and little 
known. I have only §een one copy of it, which is in 
the University library of Glasgow. 

• VOL. I. A A 



186 


£SSAY ir. 


[chap. II. 


CHAP. XL 

^isTiop Berkeley’s Sentiments of the Nature of Ideas. 

J Pass over the sentiments of Bishop Berkeley, with 
respect to abstract ideas, and with respect to space 
and time, as things which may more properly be consi- 
dered in another place. But I must take notice of one 
part of his system, wherein he seems to have deviated 
from the common opinion about ideas. 

Though he sets out in his Principles of Knowledge 
by telling us, that it is evident the objects of human 
knowledge are ideas, and builds his whole system upon 
this principle j yet, in the progress of it, he finds fhat 
there are certain objects of human knowledge that are 
not ideas, but things whit:h have a permanent existence. 
The objects of knowledge, of which we have no ideas, 
are our own minds, and their various operations, other 
jinite minds, and the Supreme Mind. The reason 
why there can be, no ideas of spirits and their opera- 
tions, the author informs us, is this, That ideas are pas- 
sive, inert, unthinking beings ; they cannot therefore 
be the image or likeness of things that have thought, 
and will, and active power ; we have notions of minds 
and of their operations, but not ideas : We know what 
we mean by thinking, willing, and perceiving ; we 
can reason about beings endowed with those powers, 
hut we have no ideas of them. A spirit, or mind, is 
the only substance or support wherein the unthinking 
beings or ideas can exist ; but that this substance which 
supports or perceives ideas, should itself be an idea, or 
like an idea, is evidently absurd, 

He observes further, Princip. sect. 142. that “ all 
’‘ relations including an act of the mind, we cannot 
properly be said to have an idea, but rather a notior 
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of the relations or habitudes between things. But if, 
‘‘ in the modern way, the Word idea is extended to 
‘‘^spirits, and relations, and acts, this is* after all, an 
“ fair of verbal concern ; yet it conduces to clearness. 

and propriety, that we distinguish things very dif- 
“ ferent by different names.” 

This is an important part of Berkeley’s system, and 
deserves attention. We are led by it to divide the ob- 
jects of human knowledge into two kinds : The first is 
ideas, which we have by our five senses ; they have no 
existence when they are not perceived, and exist only 
in the minds of those who perceive them. The se- 
cond kind of objects comprehends spirits, their acts, 
and. the relations and habitudes of things. Of these 
we have notions, but no ideas. No idea can represent 
them, oj: have any similitude to them : Yet we under- 
stand what they mean, and we can speak with under- 
standing, and reason about them, without ideas. 

This account of ideas is vefy different from that 
which Locke has given. In his system* we have no 
knowledge where we have no ideas. Every thought 
must have an idea for its immediate object. In Berks-* 
ley’s the most important objects are known without 
ideas. In Locke’s system, there are two sources of 
our ideas, sensation and reflection. In Berkeley’s, 
sensation is the only source, because of the objects of 
reflection there can be no ideas. We know them 
without ideas. Locke divides our ideas into those of 
substances, modes, and relations. In Berkeley’s sys- 
tem, there arg^no ideas of substances, or of relations, 
but notions only. And even in the class of modes, 
the operations of our own minds are things of which 
we have distinct notions ; but no ideas. 

We ought to do the justice to Malebranche to ac- 
knowledge, that in this point, a» well as in many o- 

9t 
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CHAP. XL 

bishop Berheley’s Sentiments of the Nature of ideas. 

J Pass over the sentiirients of Bishop Berkeley, with 
respect to abstract ideas, and with respect to space 
and time, as things which may more properly be consi- 
dered in another place. But I must take notice of one 
part of his system, wherein he seems to have deviated 
from the common opinion about ideas. 

Though he sets out in his Principles of Knowledge 
by telling us, that it is evident the objects of human 
knowledge are ideas, and builds his whole system upon 
this principle ; yet, in the progress of it, he finds- that 
there are certain objects of human knowledge that are 
not ideas, but things wliiph have a permanent existence. 
The objects of knowledge, of which we have no ideas, 
are our own minds, and their various operations, other 
finite minds, and the Supreme Mind. The reason 
why there can be^no ideas of spirits and their opera- 
tions, the author informs us, is 'this, That ideas are pas- 
sive, inert, unthinking beings ; they cannot therefore 
be the image or likeness of things that h-ave thought, 
and willj and active power ; we have notions of minds 
and of their operations, but not ideas ; We know what 
we mean by thinking, willing, and perceiving ; we 
can reason about beings endowed with those powers, 
but we have no ideas of them. A spirit, or mind, is 
the only sybstance or support wherein tho unthinking 
beings or ideas can exist ; but that this substance which 
supports or perceives ideas, should itself be an idea, or 
like an idea, is evidently absurd, 

He observes further, Prinoip. sect. 142. that “ all 
“ relations including an act of the mind, we cannot 
properly be said to have an idea, but rather a notion 
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of the relations or habitudes between things, fiut if, 
‘‘ in the modern way, the word idea is extended to 
’‘Spirits, and relations, and acts, this is, after all, an af^ 
“ fair of verbal concern ; yet it conduces to clearness 
‘‘ and propriety, that we distinguish things very dif- 
“ ferent by different names.” 

This is an irhportant part of Berkeley’s system, and 
deserves attention. We are led by it to divide the ob- 
jects of human knowledge into two kinds : The first is 
ideas, which we have by our five senses ; they have no 
existence when they are not perceived, and exist only 
in the minds of those who perceive them. The se- 
cond kind of objects comprehends spirits, their acts, 
and^the relations and habitudes of things. Of these 
we have notions, but no ideas. No idea can represent 
them, or have any similitude to them : Yet we under- 
stand what they mean, and we can speak with under- 
standing, and reason about them, without ideas. 

This account of ideas is vety different from that 
which Locke has given. In his system, we have no 
knowledge where we have no ideas. Every thought 
must have an idea for its immediate object. In Berke- 
ley’s the most important objects are known without 
ideas. In Locke’s system, there are two sources of 
our ideas, sensation and reflection. In Berkeley’s, 
sensation is the only source, because of the objects of 
reflection there can be no ideas. We know them 
witlio,ut ideas. Locke divides our ideas into those of 
substances, modes, and relations. In Berkeley’s sys- 
tem, there arg^no ideas of substances, or of relations, 
but notions only. And even in the class of modes, 
the operations of our own minds are things of which 
we have distinct notions ; but no ideas. 

We ought to do the justice to Malebranche to ac- 
knowledge, that in this point, as well as in many o- 
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thers, his system comes nearer to Berkeley’s than the 
latter seems willing to own. That author tells us, that 
there are four different ways in which we come to the 
knowledge of things. To know things by their ideas, 
is only one of the four. He affirms, that we have no 
idea of our own mind, or any of its modifications : 
That we know these things by consciousness, without 
ideas. Whether these two acute philosophers foresaw 
the consequences that may be drawn from the system 
of ideas, taken in- its full extent, and which were after- 
wards drawn by Mr Hume, I cannot pretend to say. 
If they did, their regard to religion was too great to 
permit them to admit those consequences, or the prin- 
ciples with which they were necessarily connected^ 

However this may be, if there be so many things 
that may be apprehended and known without ideas, 
this very naturally suggests a scruple with regard to 
those that are left : For it may be said. If we can ap- 
prehend and reason about the world of spirits, without 
ideas. Is it not possible that we may apprehend and 
reason about a material world, without ideas ? If con- 
sciousness and reflection furnish us with notions of spi- 
rits, and of their attributes, without ideas, may not our 
senses furnish us with notions of bodies and their attri- 
butes, without ideas ? 

Berkeley foresaw this objection to his system, and 
puts it in the mouth of Hylas, -in the following words ; 
Dial. 3. Hylas. “ If you can conceive the mind of 
“ God, without having an idea of it. Why may not I 
“ be allowed to conceive the existence of matter, not-' 
“ withstanding that I have no idea of it.^” The answer 
of Philonous is, “ You neither perceive matter ob- 
“ iectively, as you do an inactive being or idea, nor 
“ know it, as you do yourself, by a reflex act, neither 
“ do you immediately apprehend it by similitude of 
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“ the one or the other, nor yet collect it by reasoning 
“ fi'om that which you know immediately. All which 
■‘Spiakcs the case of matter widely diiferent from that 
“ of the Deity.” 

Though Hyl\s declares himself satisfied with this 
answer, I .confess I am not ; Because, if I may trust 
the faculties ..that God has given me, I do perceive 
matter objectively, that is, something which is extend- 
ed and solid, which may be measured and weighed, is 
the immediate object of my touch and sight. And 
this object I take to be matter, and not an idea. And 
though I have been taught by Philosophers, that what 
I immediately touch is an idea, and not matter-; yet I 
ha, 5 ^e never been able to discover this by the most ac- 
curate attention to my own perceptions. 

It were to be wished, that this ingenious author had 
explained what he means by ideas, as distinguished 
from notions. The word noiim, being a word in com- 
mon language, is well understood. All men mean by 
it, the conception, the apprehension, or tliought whicli 
we have of any object of thought. A notion, there- 
fore, is an act of the mind conceiving or thinking of 
some object. The object of thought may be either 
.something that is in the mind, or something that is 
not in the mind. It may be something that has no 
existence, or something that did, or does, or shall exist. 
But the notion which I have of that object, is an act 
ot my mind which really exists while I think of the 
object ; Hut has no existence when I do not think of ir. 
The word idea, in popular language, has precisely tlie 
same meaning as the word nation. But Philosophers 
have another meaning to the word idea; and what 
th.- 1 meaning is, I think, is very difficult to say. 

The whole of Bishop Berkeley’s system depends 
.upon the distinction betw'een notions and ideas ; and 
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therefore it is worth while to find, if wc are able, what 
those things are which he calls ideas, as distinguished 
from notions. 

For this purpose, we may. observe, that he takes no- 
tice of two kinds of ideas, the ideas of sense, and the 
ideas of imagination. “ The ideas imprinted on the 
“ senses by the Author of nature, he says, are called 
“ real things ; an I those excited in the imagination, 
** being less regular, vivid, and constant, are more pro- 

perly termed ideas, or images of things, which they 
“copy and ' represent. But then our sensations, be 
“ they never so vivid and distinct, are nevertheless 
“ ideas.; that is, they exist in the mind, or are perceiv- 
“ ed by it as truly as the ideas of its own framing. J"he 
“ ideas of sense are allowed to have more reality in 
“ them ; that is, to be more strong, orderly, and cohe- 
“ rent, than the creatures of the mind. They are also 
“ less dependent on the spirit or thinking substance 
“ which perceives them, in that they are excited by 
“ tlie will of another and more powerful spirit ; yet 
“ still they are ideas ; and certainly no idea, whether 
“ faint or strong, can exist, otherwise than in a mind 
“ perceiving it.’^ Princip. sect. 33. 

From this passage we see, that, by the ideas of sense, 
the author means sensations : And this, indeed is evi- 
dent from many other passages, of which I shall men- 
tion a few, Princip. sect. 5. “ Light and colours, heat 

“ and cold, extension and figure, in a word, the things 
“ we see and feel, what are they but so many sensa- 
“ tions, notions, ideas, or impressions on the sense ; and 
“ is it possible to separate, even in thought, any of these 
“ from perception ? For my part, I might as easily di- 
“ vide a thing from itself.” Sect. i8. “As for our 
“ senses, by them we have the knowledge only of our 
“ sensations, ideas, or those things that are immediately- 
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“ perceived by sense ; call them what you will ; Rm 
“ they do not inform us that things exist without the 
■•Mnind, or unperceived, like to those which are per- 
“ eeived.” Sect. 25. “ All our ideas, sensations, or 
“ the things which we perceive, by whatever names 
“ they ma^ be distinguished, are visibly inactive; 
“ there is nothing of power or agency included in 
“ them.” 

This therefore appears certain, that, by the ideas of 
sense, the author meant the sensations we have by 
means of our senses. 1 have endeavoured to explain 
the meaning of the word sensation, Essay i. chap. r. 
and refer to Hhe explication there given of it, which 
appears to me to be perfectly agreeable to the sense in 
which Bishop Berkeley uses it. 

As there can be no notion or thought but in a think- 
ing being ; so there can be no sensation but in a 
sentient being. It is the act, or being of a sentient 
being ; its very essence consists in its being felt. 
Nothing can resemble a sensation, but a similar sensa- 
tion in the same, or in some other mind. To think 
that any quality in a thing that is inanimate can re- 
semble a sensation, is a great absurdity. In all this, 
1 cannot but agree perfectly With Bishop Berkeley ; 
and I think his notions of sensation much more dis- 
tinct and accurate than Locke’s, who thought that the 
primary qualities of body are resemblances of our sen- 
sations, but that the secondary are not. 

That we have many sensations by means of our ex- 
ternal senfies, there can be no doubt ; and if he is 
pleased to call those ideas, there ought to be no dis- 
pute about the meaning of a word. But, says Bishop 
Berkeley, By our sensp, we have the knowledge onlif 
of our sensations or ideas, call them which you will. 
I allow him to call them which he will ; but 1 would 
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have the word onhj in this sentence to be well weigh- 
ed, because a great deal depends upon it. 

For if it be true, that, by our senses, we have the 
knowledge of our sensations only, then his system 
must be admitted, and the existence ' of a material 
world must be given up as a dream. No -demonstra- 
tion can be more invincible than this.- It we have 
any knowledge of a material world, it must be by the 
senses : But, by the senses, we have no knowledge 
but of our sensations only ; and our sensations have no 
resemblance of any thing that can be in a material 
world. The only proposition in this demonstration 
which admits of doubt is, that, by our seiises, wc have 
the knowledge of our sensations only, and of notjung 
else. If there are objects of the senses which are not 
sensations, his arguments do not touch them ; they 
may be things which do not exist in the mind, as all 
sensations do ; they may be things, of which, by our 
senses, we have notions, though no ideas ; just as, by 
consciousness and reflection, we have notions of spi- 
rits, and of their operations, without ideas or sensations. 

Shall we say then, that, by our senses, we have the 
knowledge of our sensations only ; and that they give 
us no notion of any thing but of our sensations ? Per- 
haps this has been the doctrine of philosophers, and 
not of Bishop Berkeley alone, otherwise he would 
have supported it by arguments. Mr Locke calls all 
the notions we have by our senses, ideas oj sensuifon ; 
and in this has been very generally followed. Hence 
it seems a very natural inference, that ideas of sensa- 
tion are sensations. But philosophers may err : Let 
us hear the dictates of common sense upon this point. 

Suppose I am pricked with a pin, I ask. Is the pain 
I feel, a sensation? undoubtedly it is. There can be 
nothing that resembles pain in any inanimate being; 
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But I ask again, Is the pin a sensation ? To this ques- 
tion, 1 .find myself under a necessity of answering, 
/'■Cfiat the pin is nol a sensation, nor can have the least 
Verjeqiblance to any sensation. The piu has length, 
and thitkness, and figure, and weight. A sensation 
can have sone of those qualities. I am not more cer- 
taui that the, pain I feel is a sensation, than that the 
pin is not a sensation j yet the pin is an object of sense, 
and I am as certain, that I perceive its figure and hard- 
ness by my senses, as that 1 feel pain when pricked by it. 

Having said so much of the ideas of sense in Berke- 
ley’s system, we are’ next to consider the account he 
gives of the ''ideas of imagination. Of these he says, 
Pcincip. sect. 28. “ I find I .can excite ideas in my 

“ mind at pleasure, and vary and -shift the scene as oft 
“ as I, think fit. It is no more than willing; and 
“i-and straightway this or that idea arises in my fan- 
“ cy ; and by the same power it is obliterated, and 
“ makes way for another. This making and iinmak- 
“ ing of ideas, doth .very properly denominate tlie 
“ mind active. This much is certain, and grounded 
“ on experience. Our’ sensations, he says, are called 
“ real things ; the ideas of imagination arc more pro- 
“ perly termed nleas, or mu"cs of that is, as 

I apprehend, they are the images of our sensations. It 
might surely be expected, that we should be well ac- 
quainted with the ideas of imagination, as they aie of 
bur m-aking ; yet, after all the Bishop has said about 
them, I am at a loss to know what they are. 

I would observe in the Jni place. With regard to 
these ideas of imagination, that they are not sensations ; 
for surely sensation is the work of the senses, and not 
of imagination ; and though pain be a sensation, the 
thought of pain, when I am not pained, is no sensa- 
tion. 

E E 
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I observe, in the second place, That I can find no 
distinction between ideas of imagination, and notions, 
■which the author says, are not ideas. I can casiif 
distinguish between a notion and a sensation, ^ >It u 
one thing to say, I have the sensation of pain. It is 
another thing to say, 1 have a notion of The 

last expression signifies no more than that I under- 
stand what is meant by the word pa/n. The first sig- 
nifi.^s, that 1 really feel pain. But I can find no dis- 
tinction between the notion of pain, and the imagina- 
tion of it, or indeed between the notion of any thing 
else, and the imagination of it. I can therefore give 
no account of the distinction which Berkeley makes 
between ideas of imagination, and notions, which kc 
says, are not ideas. They seem to me perfectly tq 
coincide. 

He seems indeed to say, that the ideas of imagi- 
nation differ not in kind from those of the senses, 
but only in the degree of their regularity, vivacity, 
and constancy. “ They are, says he, less regular, vi- 

vid, and constant.” This doctrine was afterwards 
greedily embraced by Mr Hume, and make:^ a main 
pillar of his system ; but it cannot be reconciled to 
common sense, to which Bishop Berkeley professes 
a great regard. For, according to this doctrine, if we 
compare the state of a man racked with the gout, with 
his state, when being at perfect ease, he relates what 
he has suffered ; the difference of these two states is 
only this, that, in the last, the pain is less regular, vi- 
*vid,and constant, than in the first. AVe cannot possi- 
bly assent to this. Every man knows that he can re- 
late the pain he suffered, not only without pain, but 
with pleasure ; and that to suffer pain, and to think 
of it, are things which totally difl'er in kind, and not in 
degree only. 
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We see, therefore, upon the whole, tliat according to 
this sysfeem, of the most important objects ofknovv- 
JMge, that is, of spirits, of their operations, and of the 
relations of tilings, we have no ideas at all; we have 
notions '‘bf tl>em, but not ideas : The ideas we have 
arc those bjf sense, and those of imagination. The 
firi^are the Si^nsations We have by means of our sen- 
ses, whose cisistence no man can deny, because he is 
conscious of thgim ; and whose nature hath been ex- 
plained by t){is author with great accuracy. As to 
the ideas of imagination, he hath left us much in the 
dark : He makes them images of our sensations, 
though, according to his own doctrine, nothing can 
re^eipble a sensation, but a sensation. He seems to 
ihiiik, that they differ from sensations only in the de- 
gree of.their regularity, vivacity, and constancy : But 
this cannot be reconciled to the experience of man- 
kind ; and besides this maik, which cannot be admitted, 
he hath given us no other mark by which they may be 
distinguished from notions : Nay, it may be observed, 
that the very reason he gives why wc can have no 
ideas of the acts of the mind about its ideas, nor of the 
tclalions of things is applicable to what he calls ideas 
of imagination. Princip. sect. 142. “ We may not, 

I think, strictly be said to have an idea of an active 
“ being, or of an action, although we may be said to 
have a notion of them. I have some knowledge or 
notion of my mind, and its acts about ideas, in as 
“ much as I know or understand what is meaiU by 
these words. It is al^o to be remarked, that all le- 
“ lations, including an act of the mind, wc cannot so 
** properly be said to have an idea, but rather a notion 
‘‘ of the relations and habitudes between things.” 
From this it follows, that our imaginations are no 
properly ideas, but notions, because they include an 
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act of the mind. For he tells ns, in a passage already 
quoted, that they are creatures of the mind, of its own 
framing, aad that it makes and unmakes them 
thinks fil:, and from this is properly denominaj extrac- 
tive. If it be a good reason why we have ’ not ideas, 
but notions only of relations, because the’^^' include an 
act of the mind ; the same reason musf^^ad us to ran- 
elude, that our imaginations are nolions, and not i- 
deas, since they are made and unmade by the mind as 
it thinks fit, and fiom this it is properlyt denominated 
active. 

When so much has been written, and so many dis- 
putes raised about ideas, it were desirable that we 
kne\V whvX they are, and to what category or clas^ of 
beings they belong. In this, we might expect satisfac- 
tion in the wu’itings of Bishop Berkeley, if any w here, 
consldeiing his knowm accuracy and precision in the 
use of words ; and it is for this reason that I have 
taken so much pains to find out wh^tbe took them to 
be. 

After all, if I understand what he calls the ideas of 
sense, they arc the sensations which we have by means 
of our five senses ; but they are, he says, less properly 
termed ideas. 

' I undeiL’starid likewise w^hauhe calls notions, but they, 
says he, are very different from ideas, though, in the 
modern way, often called by that name. 

The ideas of imagination remain, whicli are most 
properly termed ideas, as he says ; and, with regard 
to these, I am stiil very much in the daik. When I 
imagme a lion or an elephant, the lion or an elephant 
is the object imagined. The act of the mind, in con- 
ceiving that object, is the notion, the conception, or 
imagination of the object. If, besides the object, and 
the act of the mind about it, there be something call - 
ed the idea of the object, I know not what it is. 
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If we consult other authors who have treated of 
ideas, \vc shall find as little satisfaction with regard to 
^Tlie meaning of this philosophical term. The vulgar 
havc.ndopied it ; but they only mean by it the notion 
or conception we have of any object, especially our 
more abstract or general notions. When it is thus 
]>iU signity^he operation of the mind about objects, 
whether in conceiving, remembering, or perceiving. 


it ig well und'/rstood. But philosophers will have 
ideas to be tlje objects of the mind’s operations, and 
not the operations themselves. There is, indeed, 
great variety^ of objects of thought. We can think 
of minds, and of their operations, of bodies, and of 
tlreir. qualities and relations. If ideas arc not com- 
jn'ehended under any of these classes, I am at a los^s 
•to comprehend wliat they are. 

* In ancient philosophy, ideas were said to be imma- 
terial forms, which, according to one system, existed 
from all eternity, and, according to another, are sent 
forth from the objects,* whose form they are. In mo- 
dern philosophy, they are things in the mind, which 
are the immediate objects of all our thoughts, and 
which have no. existence \yhen we do not think of 
them. They are called the images, the resemblances, 
the representatives of external objects ot sense ; yet 
they have neither colour, nor smell, nor figure, nor 
motion, nor any sensible quality. I revere the au- 
thority of philosophers, especially where they are so 
.unanimous ; but until I can comprehend what they 
mean by ideas, I must think and speak with the 
vulgar. 

In sensation, properly so called, I can distinguish 
two things, the mind or sentient being, and the sensa- 
tion. Whether the last is to be called a feeling or 
an operation, I dispute not j but it has no object 
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distinct from the sensation itself. If in scnsatior’ 
there be a third thing, called an idea, I know nof 
what it is. 

In perception, in remembrance, and in conc^plion, 
or imagination, I distinguish three things, rttie mind 
that operates, the operation of tlie mind, and the ob- 
ject of that operation. That the objecrt- perceived is 
one thing, and tlie perception of that object another, 
I am as certain as I can be of any th.pg. The same 
may be said of conception, of remembi^incc, of love 
and hatred, of desire and aversion. In all these the 
act of the mind about its object is one thing, the ob- 
ject is another thing. There must be ail object, real 
or imaginary, distinct from the operation of the mind 
about it. Now, if in these operations the idea be a 
fourth thing different from the three I have mention- 
ed, I know not what it is, nor have been able to learn 
from all that has been written about ideas. And if 
the doctrine of philosophers about ideas confounds 
any two of these things which I have mentioned as 
distinct ; if, for example, it cpnfo\^ds the object per- 
ceived with the perception of that object, and repre- 
sents them as one and the same thing, such doctrine 
is altogether repugnant to all that 1 am able to dis- 
cover 'of the operations of my owm mind ; and it is re- 
pugnant to the common sense of mankind, expressed 
in the structure of all languages. 

CHAP. xii. 

Of the Sentiments of ]\lr Hume. 

volumes of the Treatise of Human Nature 
were published in 1739^, and the third in 1740. 
The doctrine contained in this Treatise w^as published 
anew in a more popular form in IVlj: Hume’s Philosophical 
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Kssays, of which there have been various editions. 
Wliat Ollier from the time of Dls Cartes, 

j7ad culled hicu^s^ this author distinguished into two 
to ^vit, vnpyessions and ideas; comprehending 
iiiHlcr the first, all our sensations, passions, and emo- 
tions ; and ‘under the last, the faint images of these, 
ieni'^;^ber or imagine them. 

lie sets“l3Lrt/TOth this, as a principle that needed no 
proof, and of wmcli therefore he olfers none, That 
all the perceptions of the human mind resolve them- 
selves into tl]4se two kinds, impressions and ideas. 

As this proposition is the foundation upon which 
the whole of Mr Hume’s system rests, and from which 
it is raised with great acuteness indeed, and ingenuity, 
it were to be wished that he had told us upon what 
authority this fundamental proposition rests, hut we 
are’ left to guess, whether it is held forth as a first prin- 
ciple, which has its evidence in itself; or whether 
it is to be received upon the authority of philoso- 
' pliers. 

Mr Locke had taught us, that all the immediate 
objects of human knowledge are ideas in the mind. 
Bishop Berkeley, proceeding upon this foundation, 
demonstrated very easily, that there is no material 
wo»rld. And he thought, that, for the purposes, both 
of philosoph}' and religion, we should find no loss, but 
great benefit in the want of it. But the Bishop, as 
became his order, was unwilling to give up the world 
of spirits. He saw very well, that ideas are as unfit 
to represent spirits as they are to represent bodies. 
Perhaps he saw, that if we perceive only the ideas of 
spiiits, w'e shall find the same difficulty in inferring 
their real existence from the existence of their ideas, 
as wc find in inferring the existence of matter from 
Jhe idea of it ; and therefore, while he gives up the 
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material world in favour of the system of ideas, he 
gives up one half of that system in favour of the world ■ 
of spirits ; and maintains, that we can without ideas 
think, and speak, and reason, intelligibly about spirits, 
and what belongs to them. 

Mr Hume shews no such partiality in favour of the 
world of spirits. He adopts the thcorj^ j^vf ideas iji, its 
full extent ; and, in consequence, shews, that there is 
neither matter nor mind in the universe ; nothing 
but impressions and ideas. What we i^ll a hodij, is 
only a bundle of sensations ; and what we call the 
mind^ is only a bundle of thoughts, passions, and emo- 
tions, without any subject. 

Some ages hence it will perhaps be looked upon, .as 
a curious anecdote, that two philosophers of the i8th 
century, of very distinguished rank, were led by a 
philosophical hypothesis ; one to disbelieve the exis- 
tence of matter, and the other to disbelieve the exis- 
tence both of matter and of mind. Such an anecdote 
may not be uninstructive, if it prove a warning to 
philosophers to beware of hypotheses, especially when 
they lead to conclusions which contradict the prin- 
ciples upon which all men of common sense must act 
in common life. 

The Egoists, whom we mentioned before, were left 
far behind by Mr Hume ; for they believed their 
own existence, and perhaps also the existence of a 
Deity. But Mr Hume’s system does not even leave 
him a selj to claim the property of his impressions 
and ideas. 

A system of consequences, however absurd, acutely 
and justly drawn from a few principles, in very ab- 
stract matters, is of real utility in science, and may be 
made subseryient to real knowledge. This merit Mr 
Hume’s metaphysical writings have in a great degree: 



OF THE SENrixMENTS OF MR HUME. 


201 


We had occasion before to observe, that since the 
time of Des Cartes, philosophers, in treating of the 
^jfow^ers of the mind, have m many instances con- 
founded things, which the common sense of mankind 
has alway^led them to distinguish, and which have 
different names in all languages. Thus, in the per- 
ception of an external object, all languages distinguish 
three tiiiTigs^tii:? mind that perceives, the operation of 
that mind, whici;i is called perception^ and the object 
perceived. Nothing appears more evident to a mind 
untutored bv philosophy, than that these three are 
distinct things, which, though related, ought never to 
be confounded. The structure of all languages sup- 
poses this distinction, and is built upon it. Philoso- 
phers have introduced a fourth thing in this process, 
which they call the idea of the object, which is sup- 
posed to be an image, or representative of the-object, 
and is said to be the immediate object. The vulgar 
know nothing about this idea ; it is a creature of phi- 
losophy, introduced to account for, and explain, the 
manner of our perceiving external objects. 

It is pleasant to observe, that while philosopheis, 
for more than a centuiy, have been labouiing, by 
means of ideas, to explain perception, and the other 
operations of the mind, those ideas have by degrees 
usurped the place of perception, object, and even of 
the mind itself, and have supplanted tliose very things 
they w^ere brought to explain. Des Cartes reduced 
all the operations of the understanding to perception ; 
and what can be more natural to those who believe 
that they are only different modes of perceiving 
ideas in our own minds. Locke confounds ideas, 
sometimes with the perception of an external ob- 
ject, Sometimes with the external object itself. In 
Berkeley’s system, the idea is the only object, and 
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yet is often confounded with the perception of it. 
But in Hume’s, the idea or the impression, which is 
only a more lively idea, is mind, perception, and ob- 
ject, all in one: So that, by the term perception in* 
Mr Hume’s system, we must understand the inind it- 
self, all its operations, both of understanding and will, 
and all the objects of these operations. ^ Perception, 
taken in this sense, he divides into qjkli, lively 

perceptions, which hq calls impressions^ and the less 
lively, which he calls ideas. To prevent repetition, 
I must here refer the reader to some r ?marks made 
upon this division. Essay i. chap. i. in tl|e explication 
there given of the words perceive ^object, impression. 

Philosophers have difl'ered very much with regard 
to the origin of our ideas, or the sources whence they 
are derived. The Peripatetics held, that all knowledge 
is derived originally from the senses ; and this ancie^nt 
doctrine seems to be revived by some late French 
philosophers, and by Dr Hartley and Dr Priestly 
among the British. Des Cartes maintained, that 
many of our ideas are innate. Locke opposed the 
doctrine of innate ideas with much zeal, and employs 
the whole first book of his Essay against it. But he 
admits two different sources of ideas ; the operations 
of our external senses, which he calls sensation, by 
which we get all our ideas of body, and its attributes ; 
and reflection upon the operations of our minds, by 
which we get the ideas of every thing belonging .to 
the mind. The main design of the second book of 
Locke’s Essay, is to shew, that all our simple idea^, 
without exception, are derived from the one or the 
other, or both of these sources. In doing this, the 
author is led into some paradoxes, although, in gene- 
ral, he is not fond of paradoxes : And had he foreseen 
^11 the consequences that may be drawn from his ac- 
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Count of the origin of our ideas, he would probably 
have examined it more carefully. 

** Mr Hume adopts Locke’s account of the origin of 
Qur ideas, and from that principle infers, that we have 
no idea of substance, corporeal or spiritual, no idea of 
power, no other idea of a cause, but that it is some- 
thing^ antecedent, and constantly conjoined to that 
which We its effect ; and, in a word, that we can 
have no idea of any thing but our sensations, and the 
operations of mind we are conscious of. 

This authf^r leaves no power to the mind in framing 
its ideas and impressions ; and no wonder, since he 
holds that we have no idea of power ; and the mind 
is jiothing but that succession of impressions and ideas 
of which we are intimately conscious. 

. He thinks, therefore, that our impressions arise from 
unknown causes, and that the impressions are the 
causes of their corresponding ideas. By this he means 
no more but that they always go before the ideas ; for 
this is all that is necessary to constitute the relation of 
cause and elfect. 

As to the order and succession of our ideas, he holds 
it to be determined by three laws of attraction pr as- 
sociation, which he takes to be original properties of 
the ideas, by which they attract, as it were, or asso- 
ciate themselves with other ideas which either re- 
semble them, or which have been contiguous to them 
in -time and place, or,to which they have the relations 
of cause and effect. 

Wc may here observe by the way, that the last of 
these three laws seems to be included in the second, 
since causation, according to him, implies no mor^^ 
than contiguity in* time and place. 

It is not my design at present to shew how Mr 
Hume, upon the principle he has borrowed fcon^ 



204 


ESSAY 11. 


[chap. 15. 

Locke and Berkeley, has with great acuteness reared 
a system of absolute scepticism, which leaves no ra- 
tional ground to believe any one proposition, rather’ 
than its contrary : My intention in this place being' 
only to give a detail of the sentiments of phifosophers 
concerning ideas since they became an object of spe- 
culation, and concerning the manner of our perceiving 
external objects by their means. 

CHAP. XIIL 

Of the Seniimenis of Antony ARiSgAULo. 

IN this sketch of the opinions of philosophers con- 
cerning ideas, we must not omit Antony Arnauid, 
doctor of the Sorbonne, who, in the year 1683, pub- 
lished his book of True and False Ideas, in opposition 
to the system of Malebranche, before mentioned. It 
is only about ten years since I could find this book, 
and I believe it is rare. 

Though Arnauld wrote before Locke, Berkeley, 
and Hume, I have reserved to the last place some ac- 
count of his sentiments, because it seems difficult to 
determine whether he adopted the common theory of 
ideas, or whether he is singular in rejecting it altoge- 
ther as a fiction of philosophers. 

The controversy between Malebranche and Ar- 
nauld necessarily led them to consider what kind of 
things ideas are, a point upon which other philoso- 
phers had very generally been silent. Both of them 
professed the doctrine universally received, that we 
perefeive not material things immediately, that it is 
their ideas that are the immediate objects of our thought, 
and that it is in t^ie idea of every thing that w e per- 
ceive its properties. 

^t is necessary to premia that both these authors^ 
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use the word perception^ as Des Cartes had done be- 
fore them, to signify every operation of the under- 
‘'standing. “ To think, to know, to perceive, are the 

same tjiing,” says Mr Arnauld, chap. 5. def. 2. 
It is likewise to be observed, that the various opera- 
tions of the mind are by both called modifications of 
the piind. l^erhaps they were led into this phrase by 
the Carteskn doctrine, that the essence of the mind 
consists in thinking, as that of body consists in exten- 
sion. I apprehend, therefore, that when they make 
sensation, perception, memory, and imagination, to be 
various mociifications of the mind, they mean no more, 
but that these are things which can only exist in the 
mind as their subject. We express the same thing, 
by calling them various modes of thinking, or various 
. operations of the mind. 

•"The things which the mind perceives, says Male- 
branche, are of two kinds. They are either in the 
mind itself, or they are external to it. The things in 
the mind, are all its different modifications, its sensa- 
tions, its imaginations, its pure intellections, its passions 
and affections. These are immediately perceived ; we 
are conscious of them, and have no need of ideas to 
represent them to us. 

Things external to the mind, are either corporeal or 
spiritual. With regard to the last, he thinks it possi- 
ble, that, in another state, spirits may be an immediate 
object of our understandings, and so be perceived with- 
out ideas ; that there may be such an union of spirits 
‘ as that they may immediately perceive each other, and 
communicate their thoughts mutually, without signs, 
and without ideas. 

But leaving this as a problematical point, he holds 
it to be undeniable^ that material thin^r cannot be 
perceived immediately ,^ut only by the ruediatioi:^ of 
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ideas. He thought it likewise undeniable, that the 
idea must be immediately present to the mind, that it 
must touch the soul as it were, and modify its percep- 
tion of the object. 

From the^e principles we must necessarily conclude, 
cither that tlie idea is some modification of the human 
mind, or that it must be an idea in the Divine Mind, 
which is always intimately present with eur minds. 
The matter being i.rought to this alternative, M.ile- 
BRANCHE considers first, all the possible ways such a 
modification may be produced in our mind as that we 
call an idea of a material object, taking it| for granted 
always, that it must be art object perceived, and some- 
thing different from the act of the mind in perceiving 
it. He finds insuperable objections against every hy- 
potiiesis of such ideas being produced in our minds, 
and therefore concludes, that the immediate objects of 
perception are the ideas of the Divine Mind. 

Against this system Arnaulb wrote his book of 
True and False Ideas. He doe? not object to the al- 
ternative mentioned by Malebranche ; but he main- 
tains, that ideas are modifications of our minds. And 
finding no other modification of the human mind 
whicli can be called the idea of an external object, he 
says it is only another word for perception. Chap. 5. 
def. 3. “ I take the idea of an object, and the percep- 
“ tion of an object, to be the same thing. I do not 
“ say whether there may be other things to which the 
“ name of idea may be given. But it is certain that 
“ there are ideas taken in this sense, and that these ‘ 
“ ideas are either attributes or modifications of our 
“ minds.” 

This, I think indeed, was to attack the system of 
Malebranche upon its weak side, and where, at the 
same time, an attack was lea^xpected. Philosophers • 
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l^d been so unanimous in maintaining that/ we do not 
percei\e external objects immediately, but by certain 
representative images of them called ideas, that Male- 
braWche might well lliink his system secure upon that 
quarter,’ and that the only questiop to be determined 
was, In what subject those ideas are placed, whether 
in the human or in the Divine Mind? 

But, says Mr Arnaulu, those ideas are mere chi- 
meras, fictions of philosophei's ; there are no such beings 
in nature ; and therefore it is to no purpose to inquire^ 
whether they are in the Di\ine or in the human mind. 
The only true and real ideas are our perceptions, which 
are acknowledged by all philosophers, and Male- 
BRANCHE himself, to be acts or modifications of our 
own minds. He does not say that the fictitious ideas 
were a fiction of Malebranche. He acknowledges, 
that they had been very generally maintained by the 
scholastic philosophers, and points out, very judiciously, 
the prejudices that had led them into the belief of such 
ideas. 

Of all the powers of our mind, the external senses 
are thought to be the best understood, and tl eir objects 
are the most familiar. Plence wc measure other powers 
by them, and transfer to other powers the language 
which properly belongs to them. The objects of sense 
must be present to the sense, or within its sphere, in 
order to their being perceived. Hence, by analogy, 
we are led to say of every thing when we think of it, 
that it is present to the mind, or in the mind. But 
this presence is metaphorical, or analogical only ; and 
Arnauld calls it objective presence, to distinguish it 
from that local presence which is required in objects 
that are perceived by sense. But both being called 
by the same name, they are confounded together, and 
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those things that belong only to real or local presenc^^*, 
are attributed to the metaphorical. 

We are likewise accustomed to see objects by their 
images in a mirror, or in water ; and hence are led, 
by analogy, to think that objects may be presented to 
the memory or imagination, in some similar manner, 
by images, which philosophers have called ideas. 

By such prejudices and analogies, Arnauld con- 
ceiyes, men have been led to believe, that the objects 
of memory and imagination must be presented to the 
mind by images or ideas ; and the philosophers have 
been more carried away bj^ these prejudices than even 
the vulgar, because the use made of this theory was to 
explain and account for the various operations of the 
mind, a matter in which the vulgar take no concern. 

He thinks, however, that Des Cartes, had got the 
better of these prejudices, and that he uses the word 
idea as signifying the same thing with perception, and 
is therefore surprised that a disciple of Des Cartes, 
and one who was so great an admirer of him as Male- 
BRANCHE was, should be carried away by them. It is 
strange, indeed, that the two most eminent disciples 
of Des Cartes, and his cotemporaries, should differ so 
essentially with regard to his doctrine concerning ideas. 

I shall not attempt to give the reader an account of 
the continuation of this controversy between those 
two aeute philosophers, in the subsequent defences and 
replies ; because 1 have not access to see them. After 
much reasoning, and some animosity, each continued 
in his own opinion, and lett his antagonist where he 
found him. Malebranche’s opinion of our seeing all 
things in God, soon died away of itself ; and Arnauld’s 
notion of ideas seems to have been less regarded than 
it deserved, by the philosophers that came after him ; 
perliaps for this reason, among others, that it seemed 
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Jbe in some sort given up by himself, in his attempt- 
ing to r«econcile it to the common doctrine concern- 
. ing ideas. 

From the account T have given, one would be apt 
to conclude, that Arnauld totally denied the existence 
of ideas, in the philosophical sense of that word, and 
.,^t he adopted the notion of the vulgar, who acknow- 
ledge no object of perception but the external object. 
But he seems very unwilling to deviate so far from the 
common track, and 'what he had given up wdth one 
hand he takes back with the other. 

Having defined ideas to be the same thing 
with perceptions, he adds this qualification to his defi- 
nition : “ I do not here consider whether there are 
other things that may be called ideas; but it is 
certj^in there are ideas t^ken in this sense.” I be- 
lieve, indeed, there is no philosopher who does not, 
on some occasions, use the word idea in this popular 
sense. . 

Secondlij, He supports this popular sense of the word 
by the authority of Des Cartes, who, in his demon- 
stration of the existence of God from the idea of him 
in our minds, defines an idea thus : “ By the word 
“ idea, I understand that form of any thought, by the 
“ immediate perception of which I am conscious ot 
“ that thought; so that I can express nothing by 
“ words, with understanding, without being certain 
“ that there is in my mind the idea of that which is 
“ expressed, by the words.” This definition seems, 
indeed, to be of the same import with that which is 
given by Arnauld. But Des Cartes adds a qualifi- 
cation to it, which Arnauld, in quoting it, omits ; 
and which shews, that Pes Cartes meant to limit his 
definition to the idea then treated ot, that is, to the 
idea of the Deity ; and that there are other ideas to 
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which this definition does not apply. For he ad<^ : 
“ And thus I give the name of idea, not solely to the 
“ images painted in the phantasy. Nay, in this place, 
“ I do not at all give the name of ideas to those images, 
“ in so far as they are painted in the corporeal phan- 
“ tasy, that is in some part of the brain, but only in so 
“ far as they inform the mind, turning its attention to 
“ that part of the brain,” 

Thirdly, Arnauld has employed the whole of his 
sixth chapter, to shew that these ways of speaking, 
common among i**ulosopers, to 'w\\.,that vse perceroe ml 
things immediately ; that it is their ideas that are the im- 
mediate objects of our thoughts ; that it is in the idea of 
everif thing that we percehe its properties, are not to be 
rejected, but are true when rightly understood. He 
labours to reconcile these expressions to his own defi* 
nilions of ideas, by observing, that every perception, 
and every thought is necessarily conscious of itself, 
and reflects upon itself ; and that, by this conscious- 
ness and reflection, it is its own immediate object. 
Whence he infers, that the idea, that is, the percep- 
tion, is the immediate object of perception. 

This looks like a weak attempt to reconcile two in- 
consistent doctrines, by one who wishes to hold both. 
It is true, that consciousness always goes along wdth 
perception ; but they are different operations of the 
mind, and they have their different objects. Consci- 
ousness is not perception, nor is the object of consci- 
ousness the object of perception. The same may be 
said of every operation of mind that has an object. 
Thus, injury is the object of resentment. When I re- 
sent an injury, I am conscious of my resentment ; that 
is, my resentment is the immediate, and the only ob- 
ject of my consciousness ; but it would be absurd to 
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ieler from this, that my resentment is the immediate 
object of my resentment. 

Upon the whole, if Arnauld, in consequence of his 
doctrine, that ideas, taken for representative images of 
external objects, are a mere fiction of the philosophers, 
had rejected boldly the doctrine of Des Cartes, as 
yiell as of the other philosophers, concerning those fic- 
titious beings, and all the ways of speaking that imply 
their existence, I should have thought him more con- 
sistent with himself, and his doctrine concerning ideas, 
more rational and more intelligible than that of any 
other author of my acquaintance who has treated of 
the subject. 

CHAP. XIV. 

_ ' Rejlections on the common Theory of Ideas. 

^FTER so long a detail of the sentiments of philo 
sophers, ancient and modern, concerning ideas, it 
may seem presumptuous to call in question their exist- 
ence. But no philosophical opinion, however ancient, 
however generally received, ought to rest upon authori- 
ty. There is no presumption in requiring evidence for it, 
or in regulating our belief by the evidence we can find. 

To prevent mistakes, the reader must again be re- 
minded, that if by ideas are meant only the acts or 
operations of our minds in perceiving, remembering, or 
imagining objects, I am far from calling in question 
. the existence of those acts ; we are conscious of them 
every day, and every hour of life ; and I believe no 
man of a sound mind ever doubted of the real exist- 
ence of the operations of mind, of which he is con- 
scious. Nor is it to be doubted, that by the faculties 
which God has given us, we can conceive things that 
are absent, as well as perceive those that are within th& 
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I'each of our senses ; and that such conceptions ma«L 
be more or less distinct, and more or less lively and 
strong. We have reason to ascribe to the all-knowing 
and all-perfect Being, distinct conceptions of all things 
existent and possible, and of all their relations ; and if 
these conceptions are called his eternal ideas, there 
ought to be no dispute among philosophers about ^a 
word. The ideas, of whose existence I require the 
proof, are not the operations of any mind, but sup- 
posed objects of those operations. They are not per- 
ception, remembrance, or conception, but things that 
are said to be perceived, or remembered, or imagined. 

Nor do I dispute the existence of what the vulgar 
call the objects of perception. These, by all who ae- 
knowledge their existence, are called real things, not 
ideas. But philosophers maintain, that, besides, these,, 
there are immediate objects of perception in the mihd 
itself; That, for instance, we do not see the sun im- 
mediately, but an idea ; or, as Mr Hume calls it, an 
impression in our own minds. This idea is said to be 
the image, the resemblance, the representative of the 
sun, if there be a sun. It is from the existence of the 
idea that we must infer the existence of the sun. But 
the idea being immediately perceived, Uiere can be no 
doubt, as philosophers think, of its existence. 

In like manner, when I remember, or when I ima- 
gine any thing, all men acknowledge that there must 
be something that is remembered, or that is imagined ; 
that is, some object of those operations. The object 
remembered must be something that did exist in time' 
past. The object imagined, may be something that 
never existed. But, say the philosophers, besides these 
objects which all men acknowledge, there is a more 
immediate object v/hich really exists in the mind at 
the same time we remember or imagine. This object 
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i/an idea, or image of the thing remembered or ima- 
gined. • 

Tht first reflection I would make on this philosophi- 
cal opinion is, That it is directly contrary to the uni- 
versal sense of men who have not been instructed in 
philosophy. When we see the sun or moon, wc 
hg-ve no doubt that the very objects which we imme- 
diately see, are very far distant from us, and from one 
another. We have not the least doubt, that this is the 
sun and moon which God created some thousands of 
years ago, and which have continued to perform their 
revolutions in the heavens ever since. But how arc 
we astonished when the philosopher informs us, that 
we are mistaken in all this ; that the sun and moon 
which we see, are not, as we imagine, many miles dis- 
tant from us, and from each other, but that they arc 
"in onr own mind ; that they had no existence before 
we saw them, and will have none when we cease to 
perceive and to think of them ; because the objects 
we perceive are only ideas in our oun minds, v hich can 
have no existence a moment longer than we think of 
them. 

If a plain man, uninstrucled in philosophy, has failh 
to receive these mysteries, how great must be his a- 
stonishment. He is brought into a new world, where 
every thing he sees, tastes, or touches, is an idea ; a 
fleeting kind of being which he can conjure into ex- 
istence, or can am-ihilate in the twinkling of an eye. 

After his mind is somewhat composed, it will be na- 
tural for him to ask his philosophical instructor, Ihay, 
Sir, are there then no substantial and permanent be- 
ings called the sun and moon, which continue to exist 
whether we think of ll\em or not ? 

H ere the philoso 3hers diller. Mr Locke, and those 
that were beiore him, -wall answer to this question, 
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That it is very true, there are substantial and perm^ 
nent beings called the sun and moon ; but they never 
appear to us in their own person, but by their repre- 
sentatives, the ideas in our own minds, and we know 
pothing of them but what we can gather from those 
ideas. 

Bishop Berkeley a,nd Mr Hume, would give a' dif- 
ferent answer to the question proposed : They would 
assure the querist, that it is a vulgar error, a mere pre- 
judice of the ignorant and unlearned, to think that 
there are any permanent and substantial beings called 
the sun and moon ; that the heavenly bodies, our own 
bodies, and all bodies whatsoever, are nothing but 
ideas in our minds ; and that there can be nothing 
like the ideas of one mind, but the ideas of another 
mind. There is nothing in nature but minds and 
ideas, says the Bishop, nay, says Mr Hume, there is 
nothing in nature but ideas only ; for what we call a 
mind, is nothing but a train of ideas connected by cer- 
tain relations between themselves. 

In this representation of the theory of ideas, there is 
nothing exaggerated or misrepresented, as far as I am 
able to judge ; and surely nothing further is necessary 
to shew, that, to the uninstructed in philosophy, it 
must appear extravagant and visionary, and most con- 
trary to the dictates of common understanding. 

There is the less need of any further proof of this, 
that it is very amply acknowledged by Mr Hume in 
his Essay on the Academical or Sceptical Philosophy. 
“ It seems evident, says he, that men are carried by a 

natural instinct, or prepossession, to repose faith in 
“ their senses ; and that without any reasoning, or 
** even almost before the use of reason, we always sup- 
“ pose an external universe, which depends not on our 
‘‘ perception, but v/ould exist though we and every 
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•^sensible creature were absent or annihilated. Even 
“ the animal creation are governed by a like opinion, 

“ and preserve this belief of external objects in all their 

. “ thoughts, designs, and actions, 

■ “ It seems also evident, that when men follow this 
“ blind and powerful instinct of nature, they always 
“ suppose the very images presented by the senses to 

■ “ be the external objects, and never entertain any sus- 
“ picion, that the one are nothing but representations 
“ of the other. This very table which we see white, 

“ and feel hard, is believed to exist independent of our 
“ perception, and to be something external to the 
“ mmd which peiceives it ; our presence bestows not 
“.being upon it ; our absence annihilates it not : It 
“ pr^erves its existence uniform and entire, indepen - 

dent of the situation of intelligent beings who per- 
ceive or contemplate it. 

“ Cut this universal and primary notion of all men 
“ is soon destroyed by the slightest philosophy, which 
“ teaches us, that nothing can ever be present to the 
“ mind, but in image or perception ; and that the 
“ senses are only the inlets through which these images 
“ are received, without being ever able to produde any 
“ immediate intercourse between the mind and the 
“ object.” 

It is therefore acknowledged by this philosopher, to 
be a natural instinct or prepossession, an universal 
and primary opinion of all men, a primary instinct of 
nature, that- the objects which we immediately per- 
ceive by our senses, are not images m our minds, but 
external objects, and that their existence is indepen- 
dent Sf us, and our perception. 

In this acknowledgment, Mr Hume, indeed, seems to 
me more generous, and even more ingenuous than 
Cishop Berkeley, who would persuade us, that his opi- 
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nion does not oppose the vulgar opinion, but only thbt* ' 
of the philosophers ; and that the external existence of 
a ipaterial world is a philosophical hypothesis, and not 
the natural dictate of our perceptive powers. The 
Bishop shews a timidity of engaging such an adver- 
sary, as a primary and universal opinion of all men. 
He is rather fond to court its patronage. But the phi- 
losopher intrepidly gives a defiance to this antagonist, 
and seems to glory in a conflict that was worthy of his 
arm. Opt at aprum aut Juhum descender e monte leonem. 
After all, I suspect that a philosopher, who wages war 
with this adversary, will find himself in the same con^ 
dition as a mathematician who should undertake to 
demonstrate, that there is no truth in the axioms of 
mathematics. 

A reflection upon this subject is, That the 

authors who have treated of ideas, have generally tak- ' 
en their existence for granted, as a thing that could 
not be called in question ; and such arguments as they 
have mentioned incidentally, in order to prove it, seem 
too weak to support the conclusion. 

Mr Locke, in the introduction to his Essay, tells us, 
that he uses the word idea to signify whatever is the 
immediate object of thought ; and then adds, “ I pre- 
“ sume it will be easily granted me that there are such 
ideas in mens minds ; every one is conscious of them 
‘‘ in himself, and mens words and actions will satisfy 
him that they are in others.” I am indeed consci- 
ous of perceiving, remembering, imagining ; but that 
the objects of these operations are images in my mincl 
I am not conscious, I am satisfied by mens words and 
actions, that they often perceive the same objects^hich 
I perceive, which could not b.e, if those objects were 
ideas in their own minds. 

Mr Norris is the only author I have met with, who 
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professedly puts the question, Whether inaterial things 
can be perceived by us immediately ? He has offered 
four arguments to shew that they cannot. ivV.s/, 
Material objects are without the mind, and therefore 
“ there caTn be no union between the object and the 
“ percipient.” Answer^ This argument is lame, until 
it is shewn to be necessary that in perception there 
should be a union between the object and the perci- 
pient, Seco?ifl, “ Materia] objects are disproportioned 
to the mind, and removed from it by the whole dia- 
“ meter of Being.” This argument I cannot answ^er, 
because I do not understand it. T/)/n/, ‘‘ Because if 
“ material objects were immediate objects of percep- 
‘‘ Uon^ there could be no physical science ; things nc- 
“ cessary and immutable being the only object of 
“.sciencje.” Aitszce)\ Although things necessary and 
immutable be not the immediate objects of perception, 
they may be immediate objects of other powers ot 
the mind. Fourth, “ If material things were perceived 
“ by themselves, they would be a true light to our 
minds, as being the intelligible form of our under- 
standings, and consequently perfective of them, and 
“ indeed superior to them.” If I comprehend any 
tiling of this mysterious argument, it follows from it, 
that the Deity perceives nothing at all, because no- 
thing can be superior to his undei standing, or perfec- 
tive of it. 

There is an argument which is hinted at by Maie- 
tranche, and by several other authors, which deserves 
to be more seriously considered. As I find it most 
clearly expressed, and most fully urged by Dr Samuel 
Clarke, I shall give it in his words, in his second re- 
ply to Leibntiz, sect. 4. “ The soul, without being 

“ present to the images of the things perceived, could 
‘‘ 'not possibly perceive them. A living substance can 
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** only there perceive, where it is present, either to tb^ 
“ things themselves, (as the omnipresent God .is to the 
‘‘ whole universe,) or to the images of things, as the 
soul is in its proper sensotiiimJ*^ 

Sir Isaac Newton expresses the same sentiment, but 
with his usual reserve, in a query only. 

The ingenious Dr Porterfield, in his Essay con- 
cerning the motions of our eyes, adopts this opinion 
with more confidence. His words are : “ How body 
“ acts upon mind, or mind upon body, I know not ; 
‘‘ but this 1 am very certain of, that nothing can act 
“ or be acted upon, where it is not ; and therefore, 
“ our mind can never perceive any thing but its own 
“ proper modifications, and the various states of the 
sensorium, to which it is present: So that it is not 
“ the external sun and moon which are in the heavens, 
“ which our mind perceives, but only their image or 
“ representation impressed upon the sensorium. How 
the soul of a seeing man sees these images, or how 
“ it receives those ideas,' from such agitations in the 
sensorium, I know not ; but I am sure it can never 
“ perceive the external bodies themselves, to which it 
“ is not present.” 

These, indeed, are great authorities ; but, in matters 
of philosophy, we must not be guided by authority, 
but by reason. Dr Clarke, in the place cited, men., 
tions slightly, as the reason of his opinion, that “ no- 
“ thing can any more act, or be acted upon, when it is 
not present, than it can be where it is not.” And 
again, in his third reply to Leibnitz, sect. ii. We 
“ are sure the soul cannot perceive what it is not pre- 
sent to, because nothing can act, or be acted upon, 
where it is not.” The same reason we see is urged 
by Dr Porterfield. 

That nothing can act immediately where it is not, 
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t think, must be admitted ; for I agree with Sir Isaac 
Newton, that power without substance is inconceiv- 
able. It is a consequence of this, that nothing can be 
acted ’ upon immediately where the agent is not pre- 
sent; Let this therefore be granted. To make the 
reasoning conclusive, it is further necessary, that, when 
we perceive objects, either they act upon us, or we act 
upon them. This does not appear self-evident, nor 
have I ever met with any proof of it. I shall briefly 
offer the reasons why I think it ought not to be admit- 
ted. 

When we say that one being acts upon another, wc 
mean that some power or force is exerted by the agent, 
which produces, or has a tendency to produce a change 
in the'thibg acted upon. If this be the meaning of 
the phrase, as I conceive it is, there appears no reason 
for asserting, that, in perception, either the object acts 
upon the mind, or the mind upon the object. 

An object, in being perceived, does not act at all. I 
perceive the walls of the room where I sit ; but they 
are perfectly inactive, and therefore act not upon the 
mind. To be perceive'd, is what logicians call an ex- 
ternal denomination, which implies neither action nor 
quality in the object perceived. Nor could men ever 
have gone into this notion, that perception is owing to 
some action of the object upon the mind, were it not, 
that we are so prone to form our notions of the mind 
from some similitude we conceive between it and body. 
Thought in the mind is conceived to have some ana- 
logy to motion in a body ; And as a body is put in 
motion, by being acted upon by some other body ; so 
We are apt to think the mind is made to perceive, by 
some impulse it receive^ from the object. But reason- 
ings, drawn from such analogies, ought never to be 
trusted. Tliey are, indeed, the cause of most of out 



errors wilh regard to the mind. And we might as well 
conclude, that minds may be measured by feet and 
inches, or weighed by ounces and drachms, because 
bodies have those properties. 

I see as little reason, in the second place, to believe, 
that in perception the nvnd acts upon the object. To 
perceive an object is one thing, to act upon it is ano- 
ther; nor is the last at all included in the first. To 
say, that I <:ct: upon the wall, by looking at it, is an 
abuse of language, and has no meaning. Logicians 
distinguish two ki’ids of operations of mind; the first 
kind produces no effect without the mind ; the last 
does. The first they call immanent ads ; the second 
transitree. All intellectual operations belong to the 
first class ; they produce no efioct upon any external 
object. But without having recourse to logical dis- 
tinctions, every man of common sense knows, that to 
think of an object, and to act upon it, are very dif- 
ferent things. 

As we have therefore no evidence, that, in percep- 
tion, the mind acts upon the object, or the object upon 
the mind, but strong reasons' to the contrary ; Dr 
Clarke’s argument against our. perceiving external 
objects immediately falls to the ground. 

This notion, that, in perception, the object must be 
contiguous to the percipient, seems, with many other 
prejudices, to be borrowed from analogy. In all the 
external senses, there must, as has been befoie observ- 
ed, be some impression made upon the organ of sense 
by the object, or by something coming from the ob- 
ject. An impression supposes contiguity. Hence wc 
are led by analogy to conceive something similar in 
the operations of the mind. Many philosophers re- 
solve almost every operation of mind into impressions 
and feelings, words manifestly borrowed from the sense 
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of touch. And it is very natural to conceive conti- 
guity necessary between that which makes the im- 
pression, and that winch receives it ; between that 
which feels, and that which is felt. And though no 
philosopher will now pretend to justify such analogi- 
cal reasoning as this, yet it has a powerfu' influence 
upon the judgment, while we contemplate the opera- 
tions of our minds, only as they appear through the 
deceitful medium of such analogical notions and ex- 
pressions. 

When we lay aside those analogies, and reflect at- 
tentively upon our perception of the objects of sense, 
we must acknowledge, that, though w^e are conscious 
of perceiving objects, we are altogether ignorant how 
it is brought about ; and know as little how we per- 
.ceive objects as how W'e were made. And if we should 
admit an image in the mind, or contiguous to it, we 
know as little how perception may be produced by this 
image as by the most distant object. Why therefore 
should we be led, by a theory which is neither ground- 
ed on evidence, nor, if admitted, can explain any one 
phaenomenon of perception, to reject the nauiral and 
immediate dictates of those perceptive powers, to which, 
in the conduct of life, we tind a necessity of yielding 
implicit submission ? 

There remains only one other argument that 1 have 
been able to find urged against our perceiving exter- 
nal objects immediately. It is proposed by Mr Humk, 
who, in the Essay already quoted, after ackm wledging 
•‘that it is an universal and primary opinion of all men, 
that we perceive external objects immediately, subjoin; 
what follows ; 

“ Sat this universal and primary opinion of all men 
“ is soon destroyed by the slightest philorophy, wh ch 
• “ teaches us, that nothing can ever be picseut to the 
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“ minJ but an image or perception ; and that the senses 
“ are only the inlets through which these images are 
“ received, without be,}ng ever able to produce any 
“ immediate intercourse between the mind and the 
“ object. The table, which we see, seems to diminish 
“ as we remove farther from it; But the real table, 
“ which exists independent of us, suffers no alteration. 
“ It was therefore nothing but its image which was 
“ present to the mind. The<-e are the obvious dictates 
“ of reason ; and no man who reflects, ever doubted 
“ that the existences which we consider, when w'e say, 

i/tis hou.se, and that ttee^ are nothing but peiceplions 
“ in the mind, and fleeting copies and representations 
“ of other existences, which remain uniform and indc- 
“ pendent. So far then, we are necessitated, by rea- 
" soning, to depart from the primary instincts of na- 
“ ture, and to embrace a new system, w’ith regard to 
“ the evidence of our senses.” 

We have here a remarkable conflict between two 
contradictory opinions, wherein all mankind are en- 
gaged. On the one side, stand all the vulgar, who 
are unpractised in philosophical lesearches, and guided 
by the uncorrupted primary instipets of nature. On 
the other side, stand all the philosophers ancient and 
modern ; every man without exception who reflects. 
In this division, to my great humiliation, I find myself 
classed with the vulgar. 

The passage now quoted is all I have found in Mr 
Hume’s writings upon this point j and indeed there is 
more reasoning in it than. I have found in any other 
author ; I shall therefore examine it minutely. 

First, He tells us. That “ this universal and primary 
“ opinion of all men is soon destroyed by the slightest 
“ philosophy which leaches us, that nothing can 
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ever be present to the mind bat an image or percep- 
“ tion.” 

The phrase of being present^to the mind has some 
obscurity ; but I conceive he means being an imme- 
diate object of thought ; an immediate object, for in- 
stance, of perception, of memory, or of imagination. 
If this be the meaning, (and it is the only pertinent 
one I can think of,) there is no more in this passage 
but an assertion of the proposition to be proved, and 
an assertion that philosophy teaches it. If this be so, 
I beg leave to dissent from philosophy till she gives me 
reason for what she teaches. For though common 
sense and my external senses demand my assent to 
their dictates upon their own authority, yet philosophy 
is not entitled to this privilege. But that I may not 
dissent from so grave a personage without giving 
a reason, I give this as the reason of my dissent. I see 
the sun when he shines; I remember the battle of 
Culloden ; and neither of these objects is an image or 
perception. 

He tells us in the next place, “ That the senses arc 
“ only the inlets thrdugh which these images are re-' 
“ ceived.” ^ 

I know that Aristotle and the schoolmen taught, 
that images or species flow from objects, and are let in 
by the senses, and strike upon the mind ; but this has 
been so effectually refuted by Hes Cartes, by Male- 
branche, and many others, that nobody now pretends 
to defend it. Reasonable men consider it as one of 
•■tKe most unintelligible and unmeaning parts of the an- 
cient system. To what cause is it owing that modern 
^philosophers are so prone to fall back into this hypo- 
thesis, as if they I'eally. believed it ? For of this prone- 
hess I could give many instances besides this of Mr 
Hume ; and I take the cause to be, that images in the 
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mind, and images let in by the senses, are so nearly 
allied, and So strictly connected, that they must stand 
or fall 'together. The old system consistently main- 
tained both ; But the new system has rejected the 
doctrine df images let in by the senses, holding, never- 
theless, that there are images in the mind ; and, having 
made this unnatural divorce of two doctrines which 
ought not to be put asunder, that which they ^ave re- 
tained often leads them back involuntarily to that 
which they have rejected. 

Mr Hume surely did not seriously believe that an 
image of sound is let in by the ear, an image of smell 
by the nose, an image of hardness and softness, of so- 
lidity and resistance, by the touch. For, besides the 
absurdity of the thing, which has often been shewn, 
Mr Hume, and all modern philosophers maintain, that 
the images which are the immediate objects of per- 
ception, have no existence when they are not perceiv- 
ed ; whereas, if they were let in by the senses, they 
must be, before they are perceived, and have a se- 
parate existence. 

He tells us further, that philosophy teaches, that the 
senses are unable to produce any immediate inter- 
course between the mind and the object. Here I still 
require the reasons that philosophy gives for this ; for, 
to my apprehension, I immediately perceive external 
objects, and this 1 conceive is the immediate intercourse 
here meant. 

Hitherto I see nothing that can be called an argu- 
ment. Perhaps it was intended only for illustration.^. 
The argument, the only argument follows ; 

The table which we see, seems to diminish as we ' 
remove farther from it ; but the real table, which ex- 
ists independent of us, suiters no alteration ; It was, 
therefore, nothing but its image which was presented 
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to the mind. These are the obvious dictates ofrcst: 
son. 

To judge of the strength of this argutneiit, it*is He- 
, jpssary to attend to a distinction tvhich is familiar td 
'those who are conversaht in the mafhematicarsciences, 
I mean the distinctioii between real add apparent mag- 
nitude. The real magnitude of a line is measured by 
some known measure of length, as’ ihches, feet, or 
miles t The real magnitude of a surface or solid, by 
known measures, of surface ot of capacity. This mag- 
nitude is an object Of touch only; and not of sight ; nor 
could we even have had airy conception of it, without 
the sense of touch ; and Bishop Berkeley, on that ac- 
oount, cialls' it tiJmgible rfyaguitud&. 

• Apparent magnitude is measured by the angle which 
an object subtends at the eye. Supposing two right 
line? drawn trorrt the eye to the ' eRttemities of the ob- 
ject, making an angle, of which the object is the sub- 
tense, the appatcnt magnitude is measured by this 
angle. This apparent magnitude is an object of sight, 
and not of touch. Bishop Berkeley calls it visible 
magnitude. . 

If it be asked, JWhat is the apparent ' magnitude of 
the sun’s diameter ? the answer is. That it is about 
thirty-one minutes of a degree. But if it be ask- 
ed, What is the real magnitude of the sun’s diameter ? 
The ansi^r must Be, So many thousand miles, or so 
many diameters of thb earth. From which it is evi- 
dent, that real magnitude, and apparent magnitude, 
are things of a different nature, though the name of 
magnitude is given to both. The first has three di- 
/^ensions, the last only two. The first is measured by 
a line, the last by an angle. 

■ From what has been said, it is evident that the real 
* inagnitude of a body must continue unchanged, while 

V9t. j. F F 
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jhe body is unchanged. This we grant. But it is lihe- 
wise evident, that the apparent magnitude must con- 
tinue the same while the body is unchanged. So far 
otherwise, that every man who knows ahy thing of 
mathematics can, easily demonstrate, that the same in- 
dividual object, remaining in the same place, and un- 
changed, must necessarily vary in its apparent magni- 
tude, according as the point from which it is seen is 
more or less distant ; and that its apparent length or 
breadth will be nearly in a reciprocal proportion to the 
distance of the spectator. This is as certain as the 
principles of geometry. 

We must likewise attend to this, that though the 
real magnitude of a body is not originally an object of 
sight, but of touch, yet we learn by experience to 
judge of the real magnitude in many cases by sight. 
We learn by experience to judge of the distance"of a 
body from the eye within certain limits ; and from its 
distance and apparent magnitude taken together, we 
learn to judge of its real magnitude. 

And this kind of judgment, by being repeated every 
hour, and almost every minute'''of our lives, becomes, 
when we are grown up, so ready and so habitual, that 
it very much resembles the original perceptions of our 
senses, and may not improperly be called acquired per- 
ception. 

Whether we call it judgment or acquired percep- 
tion is a verbal difference. But it is evident, that, by 
means of it, we often discover by one sense things 
which are properly and naturally the objects of afld- 
ther. Thus I can say without impropriety, I hear a 
drum, I hear a great bell, or I hear a small bell ^ 
though it is certain that the 6g,ure or sixe of the sound- 
ing body is not originally an object of hearing. In 
like manner, we learn by experience how a body of 
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such a real magnitude, and at such a distance, appears 
to the eye ; But neither its real magnitude, nor its dis- 
tance from the eye, are properly objects of sight, any 
^ore than the form of a drum, or the size of a bell, are 
properly objects of hearing. 

If these things be considered, it will appear, that Mr 
.JIime’s argument hath no force to support his conclu- 
sion, nay, that it leads to a contrary conclusion. The 
argument is this. The table we see, seems to diminish 
as we remove farther from it ; that is, its apparent 
magnitude is diminished ; but the real table suffers no 
alteration, to wit, in its real magnitude ; therefore it is 
not the real table we see ; I admit both the premises 
ki this syllogism, but I deny the conclusion. The 
•tyllogistti has what the logicians call two middle 
tern^ Apparent magnitude is the middle term in the 
first premise ; real magnitude in the second. There- 
fore, according to the rules of logic, the conclusion is 
not justly drawn from the premises ; but, laying aside 
the rules of logic, let us examine it by the light of 
common sense. 

Let us suppose, for^a moment, that it is the real " 
table we see ; M’.*gt not this real table seem to diminish 
as we remove farther from it ? It is demonstrable that 
it must. How then can this apparent diminution be an 
argument that it is not the real table ? When that which 
must happen to the real table, as we remove farther 
from it, •floes actually happen to the table we see, it is 
absurd to Conclude from this, that it ' is not the real 
‘tsdSTe we see. It is evident, therefore, that this' ingeni- 
ous author has imposed upon himself, by confounding 
-real magnitude with apparent magnitude, and that his 
argument is a mere sophism. 

■ I observed that Mr Hume’s argument, not only has 
do strength to support his conclusion, but that it leads 

■2 
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0 the contrary conclusion ; to wit, that it is the real 
table we see ; for this plain reason, that the table we 
see ha^ precisely that apparent magnitude which it 
demonstrable the real table must have when placed at 
that distance. 

The argument is made much stronger by consider- 
ing, that the real table may be placed successively at 
a thousand different distances, and in every distance’, in 
a thousand different positions ; and it can be determin- 
ed demonstratively, by the rules of geometry ^nd per- 
spective, what must be its app^trent magnitude, and 
apparent figure, in each of those distances and posi- 
tions. Let the table be placed successively in as many 
of these different distances, and different positions, ^s 
you will, or in them all ; open your eyes, and yoa 
shall see a table precisely of that apparent magnitude,' 
and that apparent figure, which the real table ^nust 
have in that distance, and in that position. Is not this 
a. strong argument that it is the real table you see ? 

In a word, the appearance of a visible object is infi- 
nitely diversified, according to its distance and position. 
The visible appearances are innmnerable, when we con- 
fine ourselves to one object, and l^iey are multiplied 
according to the variety of objects. Those appear- 
ances have been matter of speculation to ingenious 
men, at least since the time of Euclid. They have 
accounted for all tfiis variety, on the supposition, 
that the objects we see are external, and ipt. in the 
mind itself. The rules they have demonstrated about 
the various projections of the sphere, about the^^ap-, 
pearances of the planets in their progressions, stations, 
and retrogradations, and all ,the rules of perspectivk^ 
are built on the supposition that the objects of sight 
are external. They can each of them be tried in thou- 
sands of instances. In many arts and professions, itir 
^ numerable trials are daily madej nor were they ever 
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found to fail in a single instance. Shall we say that 
a false supposition, invented by the rude vulgar, has 
been so lucky in solving an infinite number of phaeno- 
meha of nature ? This surely would be a greater pro- 
'^igy than philosophy ever exhibited ; Add to this, that 
upon the contrary hypothesis, to wit, that the objects 
of sight are internal, no account can be given of any 
"oiTe of those appearances, nor any physical cause as- 
signed why a visible object should, in any one case, 
have one apparent figure and magnitude rather than 
another. 

Thus I have considered every argument 1 have 
found advanced to prove the existence of ideas or ima- 
ges of external things, in the mind ; And if no better 
,,«rguments can be found, I cannot help thinking, that 
the whole history of philosophy has never furnished an 
injtiance of an opinion so unanimously entertained by 
philosophers upon so slight grounds. 

A third reflection I would make upon this subject is. 
That philosophers, notwithstanding their unanimity as 
to the existence of ideas, hardly agree in any one thing 
else concerning then?. If ideas be not a mere fiction,* 
they must be, ofi^ll objects of human knowledge, the 
things we have best access to know, and to be acquaint- 
ed with; yet there is nothing about which men dilfer 
so much. 

Some,/have held them to be self-existent, others to 
be in >fie Divine mind, others in our own minds, and 
others in the brain or sensorium : I considered the hy- 
-pCitheses of images in the brain, in the fourth chapter 
of this Essay. As to images in the mind, if any thing 
more is meant by the image of an object in the mind 
than the thought of {hat object, 1 know not what it 
• means. The distinct conception of an object may, in 
^ metaphorical or analogical sense, be called an mage 
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of it in the mind. But this image is only the con- 
ception of the object, arid not the object conceived. It 
is an act of the mind, and not the objedt of that act. 

Some philosophers will have our ideas, ot a part qF . 
them, to be innate ; others will have therii all to b«^ 
adventitious : Some derive them from the senses a- 
lone ; others from sensation and reflection ; Som^ 
think they are fabricated, by the mind itself; others 
that they are produced by external objects ; others that 
they are the immediate operation of the Deity ; others 
say, that impressions are the causes of ideas, and that 
the causes of impressions are unknown : Some think 
that we have ideas only of material objects, but none 
of minds, of their operations, or of the relations of 
things ; others will have the immediate object of ever;^ 
thought to he an idea : Some think we have abstract 
ideas, and that by this chiefly we are distinguished 
from the brutes ; others maintain an abstract idea to 
be an absurdity, and that thefc Can be no such thing : 
With some they are the immediate objects of thought, 
with others, the only objects. 

A fourth reflection is. That icfeas do not make any 
of the operations of the mind to be b.'-tter understood, 
although it was probably with that view that they 
have been first invented, and afterwards so generally 
received. 

We are at a loss to know how we perceive distant 
objects ; how we remember things past ; how we 
imagine things that have no existence. Ideas in the 
mind seem to account for all these operations ; Th^ 
are all by the means of ideas reduced to one opera- ^ 
tion ; to a kind of feeling, or immediate perception of 
things present, and in contact . with the percipient ; 
and feeKng is an operatioiv so familiar, that we think’ 
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it needs no explication, but may serve to explain' other 
operations. 

But this feeling, or immediate perception, is as dif- 
ficult' to be comprehended, as the things which we 
pretend to explain by it.' Two things may be in con- 
tact without any feeling or perception; there must 
therefore be in the percipient a power to feel or to per- 
ceive, How this power is produced, and how it ope- 
rates, is quite beyond the reach of our knowledge. As 
little can we know whether this power must be limit- 
ed to things present, and in contact with us. Nor can 
any man pretend to prove, that the Being who gave us 
the power to perceive things- present, may not give us 
the power to perceive things that are distant, to re- 
Aember things past, and to conceive things that never 
existed. 

Some philosophers have endeavoured to make all 
our senses to be only different modifications of touch ; 
a theory which serves only to confound things that 
are different, and to perplex and darken things that 
are clear. The theory of ideas resembles this, by re- 
ducing all the operatiohs of the human understanding 
to the perception yof ideas in our own minds.. This 
power of perceiving ideas is as inexplicable as any 
of the powers explained by it : And the contiguity of 
the object contributes nothing at all to make it better 
understood ; because- there appears no connection be- 
tween. <^dntiguity and perception, but what is ground- 
ed on prejudices, drawn from some imagined simili- 
; ttido^etween mind and body ; and from the supposi- 
tion, that, in perception, the object acts upon the 
mind, or the mind upon the lobject. We have seen 
how this theory has ied^philosophers to confound those 
operations of mind which experience teaches all men 
to be diSerent, and teaches them to distinguish in 
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Goinrnoii language j snd thst it Ied''tlTcni to invfen't 
a language incdrt«istent with the prinGiples upon whieh 
all language is- grounded. ' 

The Iasi reflection I shall make upon this theoiy js,. 
That the natural and. necessary Conse(|uences of it fiir/^ 
nish a just prejudice against it to every tnan Who payS 
a due regard to. the common sense ofmahkiiid. ^ 
. Not to mention, that it led the Pythagdteans and 
Plato to imagine that we see only the shadows of ex- 
ternal things, and ndt the things themselves, and that 
it gave rise to the Peripatetic doctrine of sensible spe-^ 
cies, one of the greatest absurdities of that ancient sys- 
tem, let us only consider the fruits it has produced-, 
since it was new modelled by Des Cartes. That grea,! 
reformer in philosophy saw the absurdity of the doc' 
trine of ideas coming from external objects, and-re- 
futed it effectually, after it had been received by’* fihi- 
losophers for fhousands of years ; but he still retained 
ideas in the brain and in the mind. Upon- this foun- 
dation, all our modern systems of the powers of the 
mind- are built. And the tottering state of those fa- 
brics, though built by skilful hahds, may give a strong 
suspicion of unsoundness of the fourrflation. 

■ It was this theory of ideas that led Des Cartes, and 
those that followed him, no think it necessary to prove,- 
by philosophical arguments, the existence of material 
objects. And who does not see that philosophy must 
make a very ridiculous figure in the eyes of ’>sensiblef 
men, while it is employed in mustering up metaphy- 
sical arguments, to prove that there -is a sun 
moon, an earth and a sea ; Yet we find these truly 
great men, Des Cartes-, -Malebranche, Arnaulp, ana 
Lock.e, seriously employing themselves in- this argu*; 
meat. 

'Sorely their '’principles led* theinfto^ think, that alP 
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men, from the beginning of the world, believed the 
existence of thes,e things upon insufficient grounds, 
and to think that they would be able to place upon a 
morfe rational foundation this universal belief of man- 
kind, But the misfortune is, that all the laboured ar- 
guments they have advanced, to prove the existence, of 
those things we see and feel, are mere sophisms : Not 
one' of them will bear examination. ' 

I might mention several paradoxes, which Mr LocKh, 
though by no means fond of paradoxes, was led into 
by this theory of ideas. Such as, that the secondary 
qualities of body are no qualities of body at all, but 
sensations of the mind : That the primary qualities of 
body are resemblances of our sensations : That we have 
notion of duration, but from the succession of ideas 
in our minds : That personal identity consists in con- 
sciousness ; so that the same individual thinking being 
may make two or three different persons, and several 
different thinking beings make one person : That 
judgment is nothing but a perception of the agree- 
lAent or disagreement of our ideas. Most of these pa- 
radoxes I shall have occasion to examine. 

However, all tb;jse consequences of the doctrine of 
ideas were tolerable, compared with those which came 
afterwards to be discovered by Berkeley and Hume : 
That there is no material world : No abstract ideas or 
notions : That the mind is only a train of related im- 
pres,sions and ideas, without any subject on which they 
may b/ impressed : That there is neither space nor 
;-t,br]^body nor mind, but impressions and ideas only : 
*^nd, to sum .up all, That there is no probability, even 
in demonstration itself, nor any one propositipn more 
probable than its contrary. 

• These are the noble fruits which have grown upon 
this theory of since it began to be cultivated by 
VQL. I. C Q 
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skilful hands. It is no wonder that sensible men 
should be disgusted at philosophy, when such wild and 
shocking paradoxes pass under its name. However, 
as these paradoxes have, with great acuteness and in- 
genuity, been deduced by just reasoning ffom -tlie 
theory of ideas, they must at last bring this advantage, 
that positions so shocking to the common sense of 
mankind, and so contrary to the decisions of all our 
intellectual powers, will open mens eyes, and break the 
force of the prejudice which hath held them entangled 
in that theory. 

CHAP. XV. 


Account of the System o/‘Le i bn i rz . 


■^HERE is yet another system concerning perception, 
of which I shall give some account, because bf the 
fame of its author. It is the invention of the famous 


German philosopher Leibnitz, who, while he lived, held 
the first rank among the Germans in all parts of philoso- 
phy, as well as in mathematics, in jurisprudence, in 
the knowledge of antiquities, and in every branch, 
both of science and of literature. He was highly re- 
spected by emperors, and by many kings and princes, 
who bestowed upon him singular marks of their es- 
teem. He was a particular favourite of our Queen 
Caroline, consort of George II. with whom he con- 
tiniied his correspondence by letters after she came to 
the Crown of Britain, till his death. . \ 

The famous controversy between him and thev3H"\ 
tish mathematicians, whether he or Sir Isaac Newtoi^ 
Vas the inventor of that noble improvement in mathe- 
matics, called by Newton ih^.meihodoj fiuxions, and 
by Leibnitz the differential method ^ engaged the atten- 
iioil of the mathematicians* in Europe for several years. 



ACCOUNT OF THE SYSTEM OF LEIBNITZ. i>35 

He had likewise a controversy with the learned and 
judicious Dr Samuel Clarke, about several points of 
the Newtonian philosophy which he disapproved. 
Thfe jpapers which gave occasion to this controversy, • 
with all the replies and rejoinders, had the honour to 
be transmitted from the one party to the other through 
the hands of Queen Caroline, and were afterwards 
published. 

His authority, in all matters of philosophy, is still so 
great in most parts of Germany, that they are consi- 
dered as bold spirits, and a kind of heretics, who dis- 
sent from him in any thing. Wolfius, the most vo- 
luminous writer in philosophy of this age, is consider- 
ed as the great interpreter and advocate of the Leib- 
mtzian system, and reveres as an oracle whatever has 
dropped from the pen ot LiEIBnilz. Ihis auihoi pro- 
posed two great works upon the mind. Ihe nrst, 
which I have seen, he published with the title or 
Psychologia empirica, seu expenmentaiis. T.he other 
was to have the title of Psycfiologift rutionalis ; and to 
it he refers for his explication of the theory of Leib- 
nitz with regard to J;he mind. But whether it was • 
published I have, not learned. 

I must therefore take the short account I am to give 
of this system from the writings of Leibnitz himself, 
without the light which his interpreter Wolfius may 
have thrown upon it. 

Leibnitz conceived the whole universe, bodies as 
well minds, to be made up of monads, that is, 

■ ^Urtipm substances, each of which is. by the Creator in 
,the beginning of its existence, endowed with certain 
active and perceptive powers. A monad, therefore, is 
an active substance, sample, without paits or figure, 
which has within itself the power to produce all the 
Thanges it undergoes from the beginning of its exist- 
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ence to eternity. The changes which the monad un- 
dergoes, of what kind soever, though they may seem 
to us the effect of causes operating from without, yet 
they are only the gradual and successive evolutions of 
its own internal powers, which would have produced 
all the same changes and motions, although there had 
been no other being in the universe. 

Every human soul is a monad joined to an organis- 
ed body, which organised body consists of an infinite 
number of monads, each having some degree of active 
and of perceptive power in itself. But the whole 
machine of the body has a relation to that monad 
which we call the soul, which is, as it were, the centre 
of the whole. 

As the universe is completely filled with monads, 
without any chasm or void, and thereby every body 
acts upon every other body, according to its vicinity 
or distance, and is mutually re-acted upon by every 
other body, it follows, says Leibnitz, that every mo- 
nad is a kind of living mirror, which reflects the whole 
universe, according to its point of view, and represents 
the whole more or less distinctly* 

I cannot undertake to reconcile^ this part of the 
system with what was before mentioned, to wit, that 
every change in a monad is the evolution of its own 
original powers, and would have happened though no 
other substance had been created. But to proceed. 

There are different orders of monads, some higher, 
and others lower. The higher orders he calls domi- 
nant; such is tjje human soul. The monads that, 
compose the organised bodies of men, animals and 
plants,' are of a lower order, and subservient to the 
dominant monads. But every monad of whatever 
order, is a complete substance in itself, indivisible, 
kaving no parts, indestructable, because, having no 
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parts, it cannot perish by any kind of decomposition ; 
it can oTily perish by annihilation, and we have no 
reason to believe that God will ever annihilate any of 
tlje’ beings which he has made. 

The monads' of a lower order may, by a regular 
evolution of their powers, rise to a higher order. They 
may successively be joinpd to organised bodies, of 
various forms and different degrees of perception ; but 
they never die, nor cease to be in some degree active 
and percipient. 

This philosopher makes a distinction between per- 
ception and what he calls apperception. The first is 
common to all monads, the last proper to the higher 
orders, among which are human souls. 

By apperception he understands that degree of per- 
ception which reflects, as it were, upon itself^ by 
which we are conscious of our own existence, and 
conscious of our perceptions ; by which we can reflect 
upon the operations of our own minds, and can com- 
prehend abstract truths. The mind, in many opera- 
tions, he thinks, particularly in sleep, and in many 
actions common to vj,s with the brutes, has not this ap- 
perception, although it is still filled with a multitude 
of obscure and indistinct perceptions, of which we are 
not conscious. 

He conceives that our bodies and minds are united 
in such a manner, that neither has any physical in- 
fluence upon the other. Each performs all its opera- 
tions by its own internal springs and powers; yet the 
• jOperations of one correspond exactly with those of the 
pther, by a pre-established harmony ; just as one clock 
may be so adjusted^ as to keep time with another, al- 
though each has its o\^n moving power, and neither 
receives any part of its motion from the other. 

• So that, according to this system, ail our perceptions 
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of external objects would be the same, though external 
things had never existed; our perception of them 
would continue, although, by the power of God, they 
should this moment be annihilated: We do not per- 
ceive external things because they exist, but because 
the soul was originally so constituted as to produce in 
itself all its successive changes, and all its successive 
perceptions, independently of the external objects. 

Every perception or apperception, every operation, 
in a word, of the soul, is a necessary consequence of 
the state of it immediately preceding that operation ; 
and this state is the necessary consequence of the state 
preceding it ; and so backwards, until you come to its 
first formation and constitution, which produces suc- 
cessively, and by necessary consequence, all its suc- 
cessive states to the end of its existence : So that in 
this respect the soul, and every monad, may be com- 
pared to a w^atch wound up, which having the spring 
of its motion in itself, by the gradual evolution of its 
own spring, produces all the successive motions we 
observe in it. 

In this account of Leibnitz’s system concerning mo- 
nads, and the pre-established harmony, I have kept as 
nearly as I could to his own expressions, in his neio 
.stjstem of the nature and communication of fsubstuncea, 
and of ike union of soul and hodij ; and in the several 
illustrations of that new system which he afterwards 
published ; and in his principles of nature and grace 
founded in reason. I shall now make a. few r»(marks 
upon this system. ' .• 

I. To pass over the irresistible necessity of all huf 
man actions, which makes a part of this system, that 
will be considered in another place, I observe first, 
that the distinction made between perception and ap- 
perception is obscure and unphilosophical : As far as 
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we can discover, every operation of our mind is attend- 
ed with coniciousness, and particularly that which we 
call the perception of external objects ; and to speak 
of t perception of which we are not conscious, is to 
speak without any meaning. 

As consciousness is the only power by which we 
discern the operations of our own minds, or can form 
any notion of them, an operation of mind of which we 
are not conscious, is, we know not what ; and to call 
such an operation by the name of perception, is an 
abuse of language. No man can perceive an object, 
without being conscious that he perceives it. No man 
can think without being conscious that he thinks. 
What men are not conscious of, cannot therefore, with- 
out impropriety, be called either percepuon or thought 
of any kind. And if we will suppose operations of 
mind; of .which w? are not conscious, and give a name 
to such creatures of our imagination, that name must 
signify what we know nothing about. 

a. To suppose bodies organised or unorganised, to 
be made up of indivisible monads which have no parts, 
is contiary to all that we know of body. It is essential 
to a body to have p^ts ; and every part of a body, is 
a body, and has' parts also. No number of parts, with- 
out extension or figure, not even an infinite number, 
if we may use that expression, can, by being put to- 
gether, make a whole that has extension and figure, 
which all bodies have. 

3. I) is contrary to all that we know of bodies, to 
•aTjcrlb'e to the monads, of which they are supposed to 
lie compounded, perception and active toi'-e. It a 
philosopher thinks proper to say, that a clod ot earth 
both perceives and has,active force, let him bring his 
proofs. But he ought not to expect, that men who 
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have understanding, will so far give it up as to receive 
without proof whatever his imagination may suggest. 

4. This system overturns all authority of our senses, 
and leaves not the least ground to believe the existaice 
of the objects of sense, or the existence of any thing 
which ^depends upon the authority of our SjCnses ; for 
our perception of objects, according to this system, has ' 
no dependence upon any thing external, and would 
be the same as it is, supposing external objects had 
never existed, or that they were from this moment an- 
nihilated. 

, It is remafkable that Leibnitz’s system, that of 
Malebranche, and the common system of ideas, or 
images of external objects in the mind, do all agree in 
overturning all the authority of our senses ; and this 
one thing, as long as men retain their senses, will al- 
ways make all these systems truly ridiculous. 

5. The last observation I shall make upon this sys- 
tem, which indeed is equally applicable to all the sys- 
tems of perception I have mentioned, is, that it is all 
hypothesis, made up of conjectures and suppositions, 
without proof. The Peripatetics supposed sensible 
species to be sent forth by the objects of sense. The 
moderns suppose ideas in the brain, or in the mind. 
Malebranche supposed, that we perceive the ideas of 
the Divine mind. Leibnitz supposed monads and a 
pre-established harmony ; and these monads being 
creatures of his own making, he is at liberty to give 
them what properties and powers his fancy m^y sug- 
gest. In like manner, the Indian philosopher supposed 
that the earth is supported by a huge elephant, and 
that the elephant stands on the back of a huge tortoise. 

Such suppositions, while there is no, proof of them 
offered, are nothing but the fictions of human fancy j 
and we ought no more to believe them, than we be- 



ACCOUNT OF THE SYSTEM OF LEIBNITZ. 241 

lieve Homer’s fictions of Apollo’s silver bow, or Mi- 
nerva’s shield, or Venus’s girdle. Such fictions in 
poetry are agreeable to the rules of the art : They are 
intended to please, not to convince. But the philoso- 
phers would have us to believe their fictions though 
the account they give of the phgenomena of nature has 
commonly no more probability than the account that 
Homer gives of the plague in the Grecian camp, from 
Apollo taking his station on a neighbouring mountain, 
and from his silver bow, letting fly his swift arrows in- 
to the camp. v 

Men then only begin to have a true taste in philo- 
sophy, when they have learned to hold hypotheses in 
just contempt ; and to consider them as the reveries of 
speculative men, which will never have any similitude 
to the works of God. 

The Supreme B^ing has given us some intelligence 
of his work, by what our senses inform us of external 
things, and by what our consciousness and reflection 
inform us concerning the operations of our own minds. 
Whatever can be inferred from these common infor- 
mations, by just and sound reasoning, is true and legi- 
timate philosophy : ’Tut what we add to this from con- 
jecture is all spurious and illegitimate. 

After this long account of the theories advanced by 
philosophers, to account for our perception of external 
objects, I hope it will appear, that neither Aristotle’s 
theory of sensible species, nor Malebranche’s, of our 
seeing things in God, nor the common theory of our 
pe’rceiving ideas in our own minds, nor Leibnitz’s 
tlleory of monads, and a pre-established harmony, give 
any satisfying account of this power of the mind, or 
make it more intelligible than it is without their aid. 
They are conjectures, and if they were true, would 
solve no dif5<fUlty, but raise many new ones. It is 

VOL. 3. H H 



herefore more agreeable to good sense, and to sound 
philosophy, to rest satisfied with what our conscious- 
ness and attentive reflection discover to us of the na- 
ture of perception, than by inventing hypotheses' to 
attempt to explain things which are' above the reach 
of human understanding. I believe no man is able to 
explain how we perceive external objects, any more 
than how we are conscious of those that are internal- 
Perception, consciousness, memory, and imagination, 
are all original and simple powers of the mind, and 
parts of its constitution. For this reason, though 1 
have endeavoured to shew, that the theories of philo- 
sophers on this subject are ill-ground.ed and insufficient, 
I do not attempt to substitute any other theory in their 
place. 

Every man feels that perception gives him an in- 
vincible belief of the existence of. that which he per. 
ceives ; and that this belief is not the effect of reason- 
ing, but the immediate consequence of perception. 
When Philosophers have wearied themselves and their 
readers with their speculations upon this subject,- they 
can neither strengthen this belief, nor weaken it ; nor 
can they shew how it is produced-' It puts the philo- 
sopher and the peasant upon a level ; and neither of 
them can give any other reason for believing his sen- 
ses, than that he finds it impossible for him to do olhetT 
wise. 


CHAP. XVI. 

OJ Sensation. 

JJAVING finished what I intend, with regard to that 
act of mind which we csill the perception of an 
external object, I proceed to consider another, which, 
by our constitution-, is conjoined with perception, and 
not with perception only, but with many other acts of 



our minds ; and that is sensation. To prevent repeti- 
tion, I must refer the reader to the explication of this 
. word given in Essay I. chap. i. 

. Almost all our perceptions have corresponding sen- 
•sations which constantly accompany them, and| on 
that account, are very apt to be confounded with 
them. Neither ought we to expect, that the sensation, 
and its corresponding perception, should be distinguish- 
ed in common language, because the purposes of com- 
mon life do not require it. Language is made to serve 
the purposes of ordinary conversation ; and we have 
no reason to expect that it should make distinctions 
that are not of common use. Hence it happens, that 
a quality perceived, and the sensation corresponding 
to that perception, often go under the same name, 

•• This makes the names of most of our sensations am- 
biguous, and this ambiguity hath very much perplexed 
philosophers. It will be necessary to give some in- 
stances, to illustrate the distinction between ou,r sensa- 
tions and the objects of perception. 

When I smell a rose, there is in this operation both 
sensation and perc^tion. The agreeable odour 1 feel 
considered by^ itself, without relation to any external- 
object, is merely a sensation. It affects the mind in a 
certain way ; and this affection of ■ the mind may be 
conceived, without a thought of the rose, or any other 
object. This sensation can be nothing else than it is 
felt to be. Its very essence consists in being felt ; and 
when it is not felt, it iS not. There is no difference 
j between the sensation and the feeling of it ; they are 
one and the same thing. It is for this reason, that we 
before observed, that, in sensation, there is no object 
distinct from that act»of the mind by which it is felt ; 
and this holds true with regard to all sensations. 

Let us next attend to the perception which we have 
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in smelling a rose. Perception has always an external 
object; and the object of my perception, in this case» 
is that quality in the rose which I discern by the sense 
of jmell. Observing that the agreeable sensation , is 
raised when the rose is near, and ceases when it is re-r 
moved, I am led, by my nature, to conclude some 
quality to be in the rose, which is the cause of this 
sensation. This quality in the rose is the object per^ 
ceived ; and that act of my mind, by which I have the 
conviction and belief of this quality, is what in this 
cftse I call perception. 

But it is here to be observed, that the sensation I 
feel, and the quality in the rose which I perceive, are 
both called by the same name. The smell of a rose 
is the name given'to both : So that this name hath two 
meanings ; and the distinguishing its different meanings 
removes all perplexity, and enables us to give clear 
and distinct answers to questions, about which philoso- 
phers have held much dispute, 

' Thus, if it is asked, whether the smell be in* the rose, 
or in the mind that feels it ? The answer is obvious • 
That there are two different things signified by the 
smell of a rose ; one of which is in^he mind, and can 
be in nothing but in a sentient being ; the other is 
truly and properly in the rose. The sensation which I 
feel is in my mind. The mind is the sentient being ; 
and as the r6sc is insentient, there can be no sensation, 
nor any thing resembling sensation in it. But this 
sensation in my mind is occasioned by a certain qua- 
lity in the rose, which is called by the same name with, 
the sensation, not on account of any similitude, but be- ' 
cause of their constant concomitancy. 

All the names we have for smells, tastes, sounds, and 
for the various degrees of heat and cold, have a like 
ambiguity ; and what has been said of the smell of a 
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rose may be applied to them. They signify both a 
sensation, and a quality perceived by means of that 
sensation. The first is the sign, the last the thing sig- 
nified. As both are conjoined by nature, and as the 
purposes of common life do not require them to be dis- 
joined in our thoughts, they are both expressed by the 
same name ; And this ambiguity is to be found in all 
languages, because the reason of it extends to all. • 

The same ambiguity is found in the names of such 
diseases as are indicated by a particular painful sensa- 
tion ; Such as the tooth-ach, the head-ach. The tooth- 
ach 'signifies a painful sensation, which can only be in 
a sentient being ; but it signifies also a disorder in the 
body, which has no similitude to a sensation, but is 
naturally connected with it. 

.• Pressing my hand with force against the table, I feel 
pain, and I feel the table to be hard. The pain is a 
sensation of the mind, and there is nothing that re- 
sembles it in the table. . The hardness is in the table, 
nor is there any thing resembling it in the mind. 
Feeling is applied to both ; but in a different sense.; 
being a word com^n to the act of sensation, and to 
that of perceiving by the sense of touch. 

I touch the table gently with my hand, and I feel it 
to be smooth, hard, and cold. I'hese are qualities of 
the table perceived by touch ; but I perceive them by 
means of a sensation which indicates them. This sen- 
sation not being painful, 1 commonly give no atten- 
tion^ to it. It carries my thought immediately to the 
tiling signified by it, and is itsell forgot, as if it had 
never been. But by repeating it, and turning my at- 
tention to it, and abstracting my thought trom the 
jhing signified by it, I find it to be merely a sensation, 
and that it has no similitude to the hardness, smoolh- 
pess, or coldness of the table which are signified by it. 
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It is indfeed difficult, at firtt, to disjoin things in our 
ittention which have always been conjoined, and to 
nake that an object of reflection which never was so . 
lefore ; but some pains and practice will overcome this 
lifficulty in those who have got the habit of reflecting 
m the operations of their own minds. 

Although the present subject leads us ©nly to con- 
tder the sensations which we have by means of our 
ixternal senses, yet it will sarve to illustrate what has 
leen said, and I apprehend is of importance in itself 
o observe, that many operations of mind, to which we 
;ive one name, and which we always consider as one 
hing, are complex in their nature, and made up of se- 
, eral more simple ingredients ; and of these ingredients 
.ensation very often makes one. Of this we shall give 
.ome instances. 

The appetite of hunger includes an uneasy sensation, 
ind desire of food. Sensation and desire are different 
icts of mind. The last, from its nature, must have an 
ibject; the first has no object. These two ingre- 
iients may always be separated in thought ; perhaps 
hey sometimes are, in reality j^.but hunger includes 
)oth. 

Benevolence towards our fellow- creatures includes 
in agreeable feeling; but it includes also a desire of 
the happiness of others. The ancients commonly call- 
;d it desire ; Many moderns choose rather to call it a 
feeling. Both are right ; and they only err who ex- 
dude either of the ingredients. Whefiier these two 
ingredients are necessarily connected, is perhajis dif- 
ficult for us to determine, there being many necessary 
:onnections which we do not perceive to be necessary ; 
out we can disjoin them in thought. They are different 
lets of the mind. 

An uneasy feeling, and a desire, are in like manner 
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the ingredients of malevolent affections; such as ma- 
lice, envy, revenge. The passion of fear includes an 
uneasy sensation or feeling, and an opinion of danger ; 
agd hope is made up of the contrary ingredients. When 
we hear of a heroic action, the sentiment which it 
raises in our mind is made up of various ingredients. 
There is^in it an agreeable feeling, a benevolent affcc- 
tioti to the person, and a judgment or opinion of ]jis 
merit. 

If we thus analyse the various operations of our 
minds, we shall find, that many of them which we con- 
sider as perfectly simple, because we have been ac- 
customed to call them by one name, are compounded 
of more simple; ingredients 5. and that sensation, or feel- 
ing, which is only a more refined kind of sensation, 
ijiakes one ingredient, not only in the perception of 
external objects, but in most operations of the mind. 

A small degree of reflection may satisfy us, that the 
number and variety of our sensations and feelings is 
prodigious : For, to omit all those which accompany 
our appetites, passions, and affections, our moral senti- 
ments, and senliinents of taste, even our external senses 
furnish a great variety of sensations differing in kind,, 
and almost in tJvery kind an endless variety of degrees. 
Every variety we discern, with regard to taste, smelh 
sound, colour, heat and cold, and in the tangible qua- 
lities of bodies, is indicated by a sensation correspond- 
ing to it. 

The most-general and the most important division 
eff our sensations and feelings, is into the agreeable, the 
disagreeable, and the indift'erent. Every tiling we call 
pleasure, happiness, or enjoyment, on the one hand ; 
and on the other, every thing we call misery, pain, or 
uneasiness, is sensation or feeling : For no man can 
•for the present be more happy, or more miserable 
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than he f:els himself to be. He cannot be deceived 
with regard to the enjoyment or suflering, of. the pre- 
sent moment. - 

But I apprehend, that besides the sensations that >^re 
either agreeable or disagreeable, there is still a greater 
number that are indilFerent. To these we give so lit- 
tle attention that they have no name, and are imme- 
dkitely forgot as if they had never been \ and it re- 
quires attention to the operations of our nlinds to be 
convinced of their existence. 

For this end we may observe, that to a good ear 
every human voice is distinguishable from all others. 
Some voices are pleasant, some disagreeable ; but the 
far greater part can neither be said to be one or the 
other. The same thing may be said of other sounds, 
and no less of tastes, smells, and colours ; and if we 
consider that our senses are in continual exercise while 
we are awake, that some sensation attends every ob- 
ject they present to us, and that familiar objects sel- 
dom raise any emotion pleasant or painful, we shall 
see reason, besides the agreeable and disagreeable, to 
admit a third class of sensation^ that may be called 
indilterent. 

The sensations that are indifferent, are far from be- 
ing useless. They serve as signs to distinguish things 
that difi'er ; and the information we have concerning 
things external, comes by their means. Thus, if a 
man had no ear to receive pleasure from the harmony 
or melody of sounds, he wouW still find-.the sense of 
hearing of great utility : Though sounds gave him nen 
ther pleasure nor pain of themselves, they would give 
him muth useful information ; and the like may be 
said of the sensations we have by all the other senses. 

As to the sensations and feelings that are agreeable 
or disagreeable, they differ much, not only in degree. 
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but in kind and in dignity. Some belong to the ani- 
mal part of our nature, and are common to us with the 
brutes : Others belong to the rational 'and moral part. 
Th^ first are more properly called sensations, the last 
feelings. The French word sentiment is common to 
both. 

The intention of nature in them is for the most part 
obvious, and well deserving our notice. It has been 
beautifully illustrated by a very elegant French writer, 
in his Theorie des sentiments agreeables. 

The author of Nature, in the distiibution of agree- 
able and painful feelings, ^bath wisely and benevolent- 
ly consulted the good of the human species, and hath 
even shewn us, by the same means, what tenor of con- 
duct we ought to hold. For, first. The painful sensa- 
tions pf the animal kind are admonitions to avoid what 
would hurt us ; and the agreeable sensations of this 
kind, invite us to those actions that are necessary to 
the preservation of the individual, or , of the kind. 
Secondlj, By the same means nature invites us to mo- 
derate bodily exercises, and admonishes us to avoid 
idleness and inactivity on the one hand, and excessive 
labour and fatigue on the other. Thirdhj, The mode- 
rate exercise ol all our rational powers gives pleasure. 
FourtkUj, Every species of beauty is beheld with plea- 
sure, and every species of deformity with disgust ; and 
we shall find all that we call beautiful, to be something 
estimable or useful in itself, or a sign of something that 
is estimable of useful. Fifthlij, The benevolent affec- 
tfons are all accompanied with an agreeable feeling, 
the malevolent with the contrary. And, sixtUij, The 
highest, the noblest, and most durable pleasure, is that 
of doing well, and acting the part that becomes us ; 

* and the most bitter and painful sentiment, the anguish 
and remorse of a* guilty conscience. These observa- 

yoL. I. II 
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tions with regard to the oeconomy of Nature in the 
distribution of our painful and agreeable sensations and 
feelings, are illustrated by the author last mentioned, 
so elegantly and judiciously, thajt I shall not atteA*ipt 
td say any thing upon Ihem after him. 

I shall conclude this chapter by observing, that as 
the confounding our sensations with that perception of 
eifternal objects, which is constantly conjoined with 
them, has been the occasion of most of the errors and 
false theories of philosophers with regard to the sen- 
ses ; so the distinguishing these operations seems to me 
to be the key that leads to a right understanding of 
both. ^ 

Sensation, taken by itself, implies neither the cori-^ 
caption nor belief of any external object. It supposes 
a sentient being, and a certain manner in which that 
being IS affected ; but it supposes no more. Percep- 
tion implies an immediate conviction and belief of 
something external ; something different both from the 
mind that perceives, and from the act of perception. 
Things so different in their nature ought to be distin- 
guished ; but by our constitution they are always 
niled. Every different perception is conjoined w^ith a 
sensation that is proper to it. The one is the sign, the 
other the thing signified. They coalesce in our ima- 
gination. Tliey are signified by one name, ahd are 
considered as one simple operation. The purposes of 
life do not require them to be distinguished. 

It is the philosopher alone who has occasipn to dis- 
tinguish them,, when he would analyse the operation 
compounded of them. But he has no suspicion that 
there is any composition in it ; and to discover this re- 
quires a degree of reflection which has been too little 
practised .feven by philosophers. 

in the old philosophy, sensation and perception were 
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|)erfectly confounded. The sensible species coming 
from the object, and impressed upon the mind, was the 
whole p atid you might call it serisation or perception 
as you pleased.' 

Des Caktes and Locke, attending more to the ope-^ 
rations of their own minds, say. That the sensations by 
which we have notice of secondary qualities, have no 
resemblance to any thing that pertains to body ; but 
they did not see that this might with equal justice be 
applied to the primary qualities. Mr Locke maintains, 
that the sensations we have froth. primary qualities are 
resemblances of those qualities. This shews how 
grossly the most ingenious men may err^ with regard to 
the operations of their mindi^. It must indeed be ap* 
knowledged, that it is much easier to have a distinct 
nption of the sensations that belong to secondary, than 
of those that belong to the primary qualities. The 
reason of this will appear in the next chapter. 

But had Mr Locke attended with sufficient accuracy 
to the sensations which he was every day and every 
hour receiving from primary qualities, he would iiave 
seen, that they can as little resemble any quality 
of an inauimated being, as pain can resemble a cube oc 
a circle. 

What had escaped this ingenious philosopher was 
clearly discerned by Bishop Berkeley. He had a 
Just notion of sensations, and saw that it was impossible 
that any thing in an insentient being could resemble 
them ; a thing so evident in itsdf that it seems won- 
deiful that it should have been so long unknown. 

But let us attend to the consequence of this disco- 
very. Philosophers, as well as the vulgar, had been 
accustomed to comprehend both sensation and percep- 
tion under one name, and to consider them as one un- 
compounded operation. Philosophers, even more than 

2 . 
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the vulgar, g'ave the name of sensation to the whole 
operation of the senses; and all the notions we have 
of material things were called ideas of sensation. This 
led Bishop Berkeiey to take one ingredient of a com- 
plex operation for the whole ; and having clearly dis- 
covered the nature of sensation, taking it for granted, 
that all that the senses present to the mind is sensation, 
which can have no resemblance to any thing material 
he concluded that there is no material world. 

If the senses furnished us with no materials of thought 
but sensations, his conclusion must be just ; for no 
sensation can give us the conception of material things, 
far less any argument to prove their existence. But 
if it is true that by our senses we have not only a va- 
riety of sensations, but likewise a conception, and an 
immediate natural conviction of external objects, he 
reasons from a false 'supposition, and his arguments fail 
to the ground. 

CHAP. XVII. 

Of the Objects oj Perception ; and frst. Of Primanj 
and Secondary Qualities. 

H'^HE objects of perception are the Various qualities 
^ of bodies. Intending to treat of these only in ge- 
neral, and chiefly with a view to explain the notions 
which our senses give us of them, I begin with the 
distinction between primary and secondary qualities. 
These were distinguished very early. The Peripatetic 
system confounded, them, and left no difference. The 
distinction was again revived by Des Cartes and 
Locke, and a second time abolished by Berkeley and 
Hume. If the real foundation of this distinction can 
be pointed out, it will enable us to account for the va- 
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rious revolutions in the sentiments of philosophers con- 
cerning it. 

‘ Every one knows that extension, divisibility, figure, 
m^ti6n, solidity, hardness, softness, and iluidity, were 
by Mr* Locke called primarij qualities oj bodif ; and 
that sounds colour, taste, smell, and heat or cold, were 
called secondarif qualities. Is there a just foundation 
for this distinction? Is there any thing common to. the 
primary which belongs not to the secondary ? And 
what is it ? 

I answer, That there appears to me to be a real 
foundation for the distinction ; and it is this : That 
our senses give us a direct and a distinct notion of the 
primary qualities, and inform us what they are in 
themselves : But of the secondary qualities, our senses 
^iye us only a relative and obscure notion. They in- 
form’ us onjy,-that they are qualities' that affect us in a 
certain manner, that is, produce in us a certain sensa- 
tion ; but as to what they are in themselves our senses 
leave us in the dark. 

Every man capable of reflection may easily satisfy 
himself, that he has ^ perfectly clear and distinct no- 
tion of extension, divisibility, figure, and motion. The. 
solidity of a body means no more, but that it excludes 
other bodies from occupying the same place at the 
same time. , Hardness, softness, and fluidity, arc differ- 
ent degrees of cohesion in the parts of a body. It is 
fluid, when it has no sensible cohesion ; soft when the 
cohesion is weak ; and hard when it is strong : Of the 
• cause of this cohesion we are ignorant, but the thing 
itself we understand perfectly, being immediately in- 
formed of.it by the sense of touch. It is evident, 
therefore, that of the primary qualities we have a 
clear and distinct notion; we know what they arc, 
•though we may be ignorant of their causes. 
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I observed further, that the notion we have of pri- 
Inary qualities is direct, and not relative only. A re- 
lative notion of a thing, is, strictly speakingj no notion 
of the thing at all, but only of some relation which 
it bears to soinething < l;>e. 

Thus gravity sometimes signifies the tendency of 
bodies towards the earth ; sometimes it signifies the 
cause of that ' tendency ; When it means the first, I 
have a direct and distinct notion of gravity ; I see it, 
and feel it, and know perfectly what it is ; but this 
tendency must have a cause ; We give the same name 
to the cause ; and that cause has been an object of 
thought and of speculation. Now what notion have 
we of this cause when we think and reason about it ? 
It is evident, we think of it as an unknown cause, of a 
known effect. This is: a relative notion, and it must 
be obscure, because it gites' us no conception of what 
the thing is, but of what relation it bears to something 
else. Every relation which a thing unknown bears to 
something that is known, may give a relative notion 
of it ; and there ard many objects of thought, and of 
discourse, of which our faculties can give no better 
than a relative notion. 

Having premised these things to explain what is 
meant by a relative notion, it is evident, that our no- 
tion of primary qualities is not of this kind ; we know 
what they are, and not barely what relation they bear 
to something else. 

It is otherwise with secondary qualities’. If you ask 
me, what is that quality or modification in a rose which- 
1 call its smell, I am at a loss to answer directly. Up- 
on reflection I find, that I have a distinct notion of 
the sensation which it produces in my mind. But 
there can be nothing like to this sensation in the rose, 
because it is insentient. The quality in the rose is 
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something which occasion the sensations in rtte ; but 
what that something is, I know not. My senses give 
me no information upon this point. The only notion 
tli^refore my senses give is this, That smell in the rose 
is an unknown quality or modification,- which is the 
cause or occasion of a sensation which I know well. 
The relation whfch this unknown quality bears to the 
sensation with which nature hath connected it^ is all I 
learn from the sense of smelling ; but thi^ is evidently 
a relative notion. The same reasoning will apply to 
every secondary quality. 

Thus I think it appears, that there is a real founda- 
tion for the distinction of primary from secondary 
qualities ; and that they - are distinguished by this, 
that of the primary we have by onr senses a direct and 
distinct notion ; but of the secondary only a relative 
notion, which must, because it is only relative, be ob- 
scure ; they are conceived only as the unknown caus- 
es or occasions of certain sensatiqns with which we are 
well acquainted. 

The account 1 have given of this distinction is found- 
ed upon no hypothesis. Whether our notions of pri- 
mary qualities are direct and distinct, those of the se-* 
condary relative and obscure, is a matter of .fact, of 
which every man may have certain knowledge by at- 
tentive reflection upon iheiti. To this reflection I ap- 
peal as the proper test of what has been advanced, and 
proceed to make some reflections on this subject. 

, I. The primary qualities are neither sensations, nor 
ai'e they resemblances of sensations. This appears to 
me self-evident. I have a clear and distinct notion of 
cach-of the* primary qualities. I have a clear and dis- 
tinct notion of sensatidn. I can compare the one with 
the other ; and when I do so, I am not able to discern 
H resembling feature. Sensation is the act, or the feel- 
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ing (I dispute not which) of a sentient being. Fi- 
gure, divisibility, solidity, ate neither acts nor feelings. 
Sensation supposed a sentient being as its subject j for 
a sensation that is not felt by some sentient bcing,^is 
an absurdity; Figure and divisibility supposes a sub- 
ject that is'figured and divisible, but not a subject that 
is sentient. 

'2. We have no reason to think, that the sensations 
by which we have notice of secondary qualities resem- 
ble any quality of body. The absurdity of this no- 
tion has been clearly shewn by Des Cartes, Locke, 
and many modern philosophers. It was a tenet of the 
ancient philosophy, and is still by many imputed to 
the vulgar, but only as a vulgar error. It is too evi- 
dent to need proof, that the vibrations of a sounding 
body do not resemble the sensation of sound, nor the 
effluvia of an odorous body the sensation of smell. 

3. The distinctness of our notions of primary quali- 
fies prevents all questions and disputes about their na- 
ture. There are no different opinions about the na- 
ture of extension, figure, or motion, or the nature of 
any primary quality. There nature is manifest to our 
sinks, and cannot be unknown to any man; or mistak- 
en by him, though their causes may admit of dispute. 

The primary qualities are the object of the mathe- 
matical sciences ; and the distinctness of oyr notions 
of them enables us to reason demonstratively about 
them to a great extent. Their various modifications 
are precisely defined in the imagination, and thereby 
capable of being compared, and their relations deter-' 
milled with precisioh and certainty. 

It is not so with secondary qualities. Their nature 
not being manifest to the sense?, may be a subject of 
dispute. Our feeling informs us that the fire is hot ; 
but it does not inform us what that heat of the fire isi 
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Sat does it hot appear a contradiction, to say we 
know that the Hre is hot, but we know not what that 
heat is ? I answer. There is the sdme appearance of 
contradiction in many things, that must be granted. 
.We know that wine has an inebriating quality ; but 
we khow not what that quality is. It is true, indeed, 
that if we had not some notion of what is meant by 
the heat of fire, and by an inebriating quality, we 
could affirm nothing of either with understimding; 
We have a notion of both ; but it is ohly a relative 
notion. We know that they are the causes of certain 
known effects. 

4. The nature of secondary qualities is a proper 
Subject of philosophical disquisition ; and m this, philo- 
sophy has made some progress. It has been discover- 
ed, that the sensation of smell is Occasioned by the et- 
fluvia of bodies ; that of sound by their vibration. 
The disposition of bodies to reflect a particular kind 
of light occasions the sensation of colour. V ery curious 
discoveries have been made of the nature of heat, and 
an ample field of discovery in these subjects remains. 

5. We may see why the sensations belonging to se- 
condary qualities ate an object of our attention, while, 
those which bdlpng to the primary ate not. 

The first are hot only signs of the object perceived, 
but they bear a capital part in the notion we form of it. 
We conceive it only as that which occasions such a 
Sensation, and therefore cannot reflect upon it without ' 
thinking of the sensation which it occasions ; We have 
no other mark whereby to distinguish it. The thought 
of a secondary quality, therefore, always carries us 
back to the sensation which it produces. We give 
the same name to both, and are apt to confound them 
together. 

But having a clear and distinct conception of pri- 
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mary qualities, we have no need when we think of 
them to recal their sensations. When a primary qua- 
lity is perceived, the sensation immediately leads our 
thought, to the quality signified by it, and is itself for- 
got. We have no occasiun afterwards to reflect upon 
it ; and so we come to be as little acquainted with it, as 
if we had never felt it. This is the case with the sen- 
sations of all primary qualities, when they are not so 
painful or pleasant as to draw our attention. 

When a man moves his hand rudely against a 
pointed hard body, he feels pain, and may easily be 
persuaded that this pain is a sensation, and that there is 
nothing resembling it in the hard body ; at the same time 
he perceives the .body to be hard and pointed, and he 
knows that these qualities belong to the body only. In 
this case, it is easy to distinguish what he feels from 
what he perceives. 

Let him again touch the pointed body gently, so 
as to give him no pain ; and now you can hardly per- 
suade him that he feels any thing but the figure and 
hardness of the body ; so difficult it is to attend to the 
sensations belonging to primary qualities, when they are 
neither pleasant nor painful. They carry the thought 
to the external object, and iramediateiy disappear and 
are forgot. Nature intended them only as signs ; and 
when they have served that purpose they vanish. 

We are now to consider the opinions both of the 
vulgar, and of philosophers upon this subject. As to 
the former, it is not to be expected that they should 
make distinctions which have no connection with tije 
common aflFairs of life ; they do not therefore distin- 
guish the primary from the secondary qualities, but 
speak of both as being equally .qualities of the external 
object. Of the primary qualities they have a distinct 
notion, as they are immediately and distinctly perceiv- 



OF THE OBJECTS OF PERCEPTION. 


S59 

ed by the senses ; of the secondary, their notions, as I 
apprehend, are confused and indistinct, rather than 
erroneous. A secondary quality is the unknown cause 
or occasion of a well known effect ; and the same name 
•is common to the cause and the effect, Jlow, to distin- 
guish clearly the different ingredients of a complex 
notion, and, at the same time, the different meanings 
of an ambiguous word, is the work of a philosopher ; 
and is not to be expected of the vulgar, when their oc- 
casions do not require it. 

I grant, therefore, that the notion which the vulgar 
have of secondary qualities, is indistinct and inaccurate. 
But there seems to be a contradiction between the 
vulgar and the philosopher upon this subject, and each 
charges the other with a gross absurdity. The vulgar 
say. That fire is hot, and snow cold, and sugar sweet ; 
and that to deny this is a gross absurdity, and contra- 
dicts the testimony of our senses. The philosopher 
says. That heat, and cold, and sweetness, are nothing 
but sensations in our minds ; and it is absurd to con- 
ceive, that these sensations are in the fire, or in the 
snow, or in the sugar. 

I believe this contradiction between the vulgar and ' 
the philosopher is more apparant than real; and that it is 
owing to an abuse of language on the part of the phi- 
losopher, .and to indistinct notions on the part of the 
vulgar. The philosopher says. There is no heat in the 
fire, meaning, that the fire has not the sensation of 
h^at. His meaning is just ; and the vulgar will agree 
vtith him, as soon as they understand his meaning : 
But his language is improper ; for th^re is really a 
qualjty m the fire, of which the proper name is heat ; 
and the name of heat *is given to this quality, both by 
philosophers and by the vulgar, much more frequently 
than to the sensation of heat. This speech of the phi- 
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-losopber, therefore, is meant by him in one sense ; it 
is taken by the vulgar in another .sense. In the sense 
'in which they take it, it is indeed absurd, and so they 
hold it to be. In the sense in whieh be means, it, it 
^ tri»e ; and the vulgar, as soon as they are made t© 
xuiderstand that sense, will acknowledge it to be true. 
They know as well as the philosopher, that the dre does 
pot feel heaf ; and this is all t^at' he fpeans by saying 
there is no heat in the fire. 

In the opinions of philosophers about primary and 
secondary qualities, there have been, as was before ob- 
served, several revolutions : They were distinguished 
long before 'jlhe days of Aristoth;, by the sect called 
Atomjsts ; among whom Democritus made a capital 
figure. In those times, the name of (juahftf was applied 
only to those we call secqndary qualities j the pri- 
mary being considered as essential to matter, were not 
caUed qualities. That the atoms, which they held to 
be tbe first principles of things, were extended, solid, 
figured, and moveable, there was no doubt ; but the 
question was, whether they had smell, taste and colour? 
or, as it was commonly expressed, whether they had 
qualities? The Atomists maintained, that they had 
not ; that the qualities were not in bodies, but were 
something resisting from the operation of bodies upon 
our senses. 

It would seem, that when men began to speculate up- 
on this subject, thq primary qualities appeared so clear 
end manifest, that they could entertain no doubt of 
their existence wherever matter existed ; but the se- 
condary §0 obscure, that they lyere at a loss where to 
place tlvcm. They used fhis comparison; as fire, 
which is neither ip the fiiot nor in the steel, is produ- 
ced by their collision, so those qualities, though not 
in bodies, are produced by their impulse upon our 
senses. 



OF THE OBJEtJTS OF PERCEPTION^ 25 [ 

This doctrine was opposed by Aristotle. He be- 
lieved taste and colour to be substantial foims of bodies, 
and that their species, as well as those of figure and 
motionj are received by the senses. 

In believing, that what we commonly call iaste and 
colour is something really inherent in body, and does 
not depend upon its being tasted and seen, he followed 
nature. But, in believing that our sensations of taste 
and colour are the forms or species of those qualities 
received by the senses, he followed his own theory, 
which was an absurd fiction. Des Cartes not only 
shewed the absurdity of sensible species received by 
the senses, but gave a more just and more intelligible 
account of secondary qualities than had been given 
before. Mr Locke followed him, and bestowed much 
pains, upon this subject. He was the first, I think, that 
gave them the name of secondary qualities, which has 
been very generally adopted. He distinguished the 
sensation from the quality in the body which is the 
cause or occasion of that sensation, and shewed that 
there neither is nor can be any similitude between 
them. 

By this account, the senses are acquitted of putting 
any fallacy upon us ; the sensation is real, and no fal- 
lacy ; the quality in the body which is the cause, or 
occasion qf this sensation, is likewise real, though the 
nature of it is not manifest to our senses. If we im- 
pose upon ourselves, by confounding the sensation with 
the quality that occasions it, this is owing to rash judg- 
ment, or weak understanding, but not to any false tes- 
timony of our senses. ■ 

This account of secondary qualities I take to be very 
just ; and, if Mr LocKe had stopped here, he would 
have left the matter very clear. But he thought it 
necessary to introduce the theory of ideas, to explain 
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the distinction between primary and secondary quali-, 
ties, and by thkt means, as I think, perplexed and 
darkened it. 

When philosophers speak about ideas, we are often 
at' a loss to know what they mean by them, and may 
be apt to suspect that they are mere fictions, that have 
no existence. They have told us, that by the ideas 
which we have immediately from our senses, they mean 
our sensations. These, indeed, are real things, and not 
fictions. We may, by accurate attention to them, 
know perfectly their nature ; and if philosophers would 
keep by this meaning of the word idea, when applied 
to the objects of sense, they would at least be more 
intelligible. Let us hear how Mr Locke explains the 
nature of those ideas, when applied to primary and se- 
condary qualities. Book 2. chap. 8. sect. 7. loth edi- 
tion. “ To discover the nature of our ideas the bet- 
“ ter, and to discourse of them intelligibly, it will be 
“ convenient to distinguish them, as they are ideas, or 
“ perceptions in our minds, and as they are modifica- 
“ tions of matter in the bodies that cause such percep- 
“ tions in us, that so we may not think (as perhaps 
“ usually is done), that they are exactly the images 
“ and resemblances of something inherit in the sub- 
“ ject ; most of those of sensation being, in the mind, 

“ no more the likeness of something existing without 
“ us, than the names that stand for them are the like- 
“ ness of our ideas, which yet, upon hearing, they are 
“ apt to excite in us.” • 

This way of distinguishing a thing,^rsr, as what it 
is ; aild, secondlij, as what it is not, is, I apprehend, a 
very extraordinary way of discovering its nature : .And 
if ideas are ideas or perceptions in our minds, and at 
the same time the modifications of matter in the bodies 
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that cause such perceptions in us, it will be no easy 
'matter to discourse of them intelligibly. 

The discovery of the nature of ideas is carried on in 
the next section, in a manner no less extraordinary. — 

», Whatsoever the mind perceives in itself, or is the 
» immediate object of perception, thought, or under- 
« standing, that I call idea ; and the power to produce 
“ any idea in our mind, I call quality of the subject 
“ wherein that power is. Thus, a snowball having 
“ the power to produce in us the ideas of white, cold, 
“ and round, the powers to produce those ideas in 
“ us, as they are in the snowball, I call qualities ; and 
“ as they are sensations, or perceptions in our under- 
» standings, I call them ideas ; which ideas, if I speak 
“ of them sometimes as in the things themselves; I 
“ would we understood to mean those qualities in 
“ the' objects which produce them in us.” 

These arc the distinctions which Mr .Locke thought 
convenient, in order to discover the nature of our ideas 
of the qualities of matter the better, and to discourse 
of them intelligibly. 1 believe it will be difficult to 
find two other paragraphs in the Essay so unintelligible. 
Whether this is to be imputed to the intractable na- 
ture of ideas, or to an oscitancy of the author, with 
which he is very rarely chargeable, I leave the reader 
to judge. There are, indeed, several other passages in 
in the same chapter, in which a like obscurity a])pears ; 
but I do not choose to dwell upon them. The conclu- 
sion draWn by him from the whole, is, that primary 
and secondary qualities are distinguished by this, that 
the ideas of the former are resemblances or copies ol 
them : but the ideas of the other are not resemblances 
of them. Upon this dqctrine, I beg leave to make two 


oliservations. ^ , .j 

.■ First, Taking it for granted, that, by the ideas 


of 
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priraarj and secondaty qualities, he means the sensa- 
tions they excite m us;l hbserve, that it appears strange, ' 
that a sensation should be the itiea of a quality in 
body, to which it is acknowledged to bear no resem- 
blance. If the sensation, of sound be the idea of that 
vibration of the sounding body which occasions it, 
a surfeit may, for the same reason, be the idea of a 
feast. 

A second observation is, That when Mr Locke af- 
firms, that the ideas of primary qualities, that is, the 
sensations they raise in us, are resemblances of those 
qualities, he seems neither to have given due attention 
to those sensations, nor to the nature of sensation in 
general. 

Let a man press his hand against a hard body, and 
let him attend to the sensation he feels, excluding from 
his thought every thing externail, even the body that 
is the cause of his feeling. This abstraction indeed is 
difficult, and seems to have been little, if at all, prac- 
tised : But it is not impossible, and it is evidently the 
only way to understand the nature of the sensation. — 
A due attention to this sensation Will satisfy him, 
that it is no more like hardness in a body, than the 
sensations of sound is like vibration 'in the sounding 
body. 

I know of no ideas but my conceptions ; and my 
idea of hardness in a body, is the conception of such 
a cohesion of its parts as requires gfeat force to displace 
them; I have both the conception and belief of this 
quality in the body, at the same time that I have the 
sensation of pain, by pressing my hand against it.-— 
The sensation and perception are closely conjoined by 
my constitution ; but I am sure they have no simili- 
tude : I know no reason why the one should be called 
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the idea of the other, which does not lead Us to call 
every natural effect the idea of its cause. 

Neither did Mr Locke give due attention to the na- 
ture of sensation in general, when he affirmed, that the 
ideas of primary qualities, that is, the sensations ex- 
cited by them, are resemblances of those qualities. 

That there can be nothing like sensations in an in- 
sentient being, or like thought in an unthinking being, 
is self-evident, and has been shewn, to the conviction 
of all men that think, by Bishop Berkeley ; yet this 
was unknown to Mr Locke. It is an humbling con- 
sideration, that, in subjects of this kind, self-evident 
truths may be hid from the eyes of the most ingenious 
men. But we have, withal, this consolation, that, when 
once discovered, they shine by their own light ; and 
that light can no more be put out. 

Upon the whole, Mr Locke, in making secondaiy 
qualities to be powers in bodies to excite certain sensa- 
tions in us, has given a just and distinct analysis ef 
what our senses discover concerning them ; but, in ap- 
plying the theory of ideas to them, and to the primary 
qualities, he has been led to say things that darken the 
subject, and that will not bear examination. 

Bishop Berkeley having adopted the senlinients 
common to philosophers, concerning the ideas we have 
by our senses, to wit, that they are all sensations, saw 
more clearly the necessary consequence of this doc- 
trine w>ich is, that there is no material world ; no 
qualities'^ priniary or secondary ; and, consequenUy, no 
foundation for any distinction between them. He ex- 
posed the absurdity of a resemblance between our sen- 
sations and. any quality, primary, or secondary, ot a 
substance tliat is supposed to be insentient. Indeed, 
. if.it is granted that the senses have no other office but 
* to furnish us with sensations, it will be foun impossi 
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ble to make any distinction between primary and se- 
condary qualities^ or even to maintain the existence of 
» material world. 

From the account I have given of the various revo- 
lutions in the opinions of philosophers about primary, 
and secoiid&ry qualities, I think it appears, that all the 
darkness and intricacy that thinking men have found 
in this subject, and the errors they have fallen into, 
have been owing to the difficulty of distinguishing 
clearly sensation from perception ; what we feel from 
what We perceive. 

The external senses have a double pro /ince j to make 
us feel, and to make us perceive. They furnish us 
with a variety of sensations, some pleasant, others pain- 
ful, and others indifferent ; at the same time they give 
us a conception, and an invincible belief of the exis- 
tence of external objects. This conception of external 
objects is the work of nature. The belief of their 
existence, which our senses give, is the work of nature ; 
so likewise is the sensation that accompanies it. This 
conception and belief which nature produces by means 
of the senses, we call perception. The feeling which 
goes along with the perception, we call sensation. The 
perception and its corresponding sensation are produ- 
ced at the same time. In our experience we never find 
them disjoined. HenOe we are led to consider them 
as one thing, to give them one name, and to confound 
their different attributes. It becomes very . difficult 
to separate them in thought, to attend to each by itself, 
and to attribute nothing to it which belongs to the ®-’ 
ther. 

To do this requires a degree of attention to what 
passes in our own minds, and a talent of distinguishing 
things that differ, which is not to be expected in the 
vulgar, and is even rarely found in philosophers ; so- 



of OTHER OBJECTS .OF FERCEPTioN. 26 ? 

that the progress made in a just analysis of the opera- 
tions of our senses has been very slow^ The hypothe- 
sis of ideas, so generally adopted, hath, as I appreli^en^ 
greatly retarded this progress ; and we might hope for 
a quicker advance, if philosophers could so far humble 
themselves as to believe, that in every braijch of the 
philosophy of naturp, the productions of human fancy 
and- conjecture will be found to be drossy and that 
the only pure metal that will endure the test» is what 
is discovered by patient observation, and chaste ind^c- 
ftion. 


CHAP. XVIII. 


Of other Objects of V ex ception. 

I 

IgESIDES primary and secondary qualities of bodies, 
there are many other immediate objects of percep- 
tion. Without pretending to a coraplete enumeration, 
I think they mostly fall under one or, other of the fol- 
lowing classes. \st^ Certain states or conditions of our 
-own bodies. 2 Mechanical powers or forces. 3«/, Che- 
mical powers. Medical powers or virtues. ^ih,Yc- 
.getable gnd animal powers. 

That we perceive certain disorders in our own ho- 
■dies by means of uneasy sensations, which nature hath 
conjoined with them, will not be disputed. Of thif 
kind are tooth-ach, head-ach, gput, and every distem- 
per apd Jbiurt which we feel. The notions which ou) 
sense gives of these, liave a strong analogy to our no, 

• tiohs of secondary qualities. Both are similarly com 
pounded, and may be similarly resolved, and they giv< 
light to ea.ch other. 

In the tooth-ach, for instance, there is,Jrsl, a pain 
ful feeling ; and, iecondl^, a conception and belief 0 
/ some disorder in the tooth, which is believed to be th 



268 


ESSAY ri. 


[chap. 18 . 

cause of the uneasy, feeling. The fust of these is a 
sensation, the second is perception ; for it includes a ' 
conception and belief of an external object. But these 
two-things, though of different natures, are so constant- 
ly conjoined in our experience, and in our jmagmation, 
thjit we consider them as . one. We give the same 
name to both ; for the tooth-ach is the proper name of 
the pain we feel ; and it is the proper name of the dis- 
order in the tooth which causes that pain. If it should 
be made a question, wdiether the tooth-ach be in the 
mind that feels it, or in the tooth that is affected ? much 
might be said on both sides, while it is not observed 
that the word has two meanings. But a little reflec- 
tion satisfies us, that the pain is in the mind, and the 
disorder in the tooth. If some philosopher should pre- 
tend to have made a discovery, that the tooth-ach, the 
gout, the head-ach, are only sensations in the mind, 
and that it is a vulgar error to conceive that they are 
distempers of the body, he might defend his system in 
the same manner as those, who aflirm that there is no 
sound nor colour nor taste in bodies, defend that para- 
dox. But both these systems, like most paradoxes, 
■will be found to be only an abuse of words. 

We say that vitjeel the tooth-ach, not that we per- 
ceive it. On the other hand, we say that Me perceive 
the colour of a body, not that we feel it. Can any 
reason be given for this difference of phraseology ? In 
answer to this question, I apprehend, that botjh.when 
we feel the tooth-ach, and wlien we see a coloured 
body, there is sensation and perception conjoined, 
■^t, in the tooth-ach, the sensation being very painful, 
engrosses the attention ; and therefore we speak of it, 
as if it were felt only, and not perceived : Whereas, iq 
seeing a coloured body, the sensation is indifferent, and 
draws no attention. The quality in the body, whief^' 
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we call its colour, is the only object of attention ; and 
'therefore we speak of it, as if it were perceived, and 
not felt. Though all philosophers agree that in seeing 
colour there is sensation, it is not easy to persuade the 
.vulgar, that, in seeing a coloured body, when the 
light is not too strong, nor the eye inflattied, they have 
any sensation or feeling at all. 

There are some sensations, which, though they are 
very often felt, are never attended to, nor relied upon. 
We have no conception of them ; and therefore, in 
language, there is neither any name for them, nor any 
form of speech that supposes their existence. Such 
are the sensations of colour, and of all primary quali- 
ties ; and therefore those qualities are said to be per- 
ceived, but not to be felt. Taste and smell, and heat 
ftnd cold, have sensations that are often agreeable or 
disagreeable, in such a degree as to draw Our attention ; 
and they are sometimes said to be felt, and sometimes 
to be perceived. When disorders of the body occa- 
sion very acute pain, the uneasy sensation engrosses 
the attention, and they are said to be felt, not to be 
perceived. 

There is another question relating to phraseology, 
which this subject suggests. A man says, he feels 
pain in such a particular part of his body ; in his toe, 
for instance. Now, reason assures us, that pain being 
a sensation, can onty be in the sentient being; as its 
subjea., /that is, in the mind. And though philoso- 
phers have disputed much about the place of the mind ; 
•yet none of them ever placed it in the toe. What 
shall we say then in this case ? do our senses really de- 
ceive us, and make us believe a thing which our rea- 
son "detef mines to be impossible ? I answer, Ji'rs / , That 
when a man says, he has pain in his toe, he is perfect- 
<ly understood, both by himself, and those who hear 
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lira. This is all that he intends. He really feels 
vhat he and all men call a pain in the toe ; and there 
s no deception in the matter. Whether therefore 
here he any impropriety in the phrase or not, is of no 
consequence in common life. It answers all the ends of 
ipeech, both to the speaker and the hearers. 

In all languages, there are phrases which have a dis- 
tinct meaning ; while, at the same time, there may be 
something in the structure of them that disagrees with 
the analogy of grammar, or with the principles of phi- 
losophy. And the reason is, because language is not 
made either by Grammarians or philosophers. Thus 
we speak of feeling pain, as if pam was something dis- 
tinct from the feeling of it. We speak of a pain com- 
ing and going, and removing from one place to ano- 
ther. Such phrases are meant by those who use them 
in a s,^se neither obscure nor false. But the 

them into his alembic, reduces them 
|o thei^rst pjrinciples, draws out of them a sense that 
ypbs, n^yer myant, eind so imagines that he has discover- 
ed an error of the vulgar. 

I observe, secondly. That when we consider the sen- 
sation of pain by itself, withpui any respect to its cause, 
we cannot ,say with propriety, that the toe is eithei; the 
place, or the subject of it. But it ought to be remem- 
bered, that when we speak of pain in the toe, the sen- 
sation is combined in qur thoughl, with the cause of it, 
which really is in the toe. The cause and. the effect 
are combined in one complex notion, and the same 
name serves for both. It is the business of the philp- 
sopher to analyse this complex notion, and to give dif- 
ferent names to its diffetent ingredients. He gives the 
name of pain to the 8ensaUon..only, and the name of 
disorder to the unknown cause of it. Then it is evi- 
•dent that, the disorder only is in the toe, and that it 
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Would be an error to think that the pain is in it. But 
we ought not to ascribe this error to the vulgar, who 
never made the distinction, and who under the name 
of pain comprehend both the sensation and its cause. 

. Cases sometimes happen, which give occasion even 
to the vulgar to distinguish the paihful sensation from 
the disorder which is the cause of it. A man who has 
had his leg cut off, many years after, feels pain in a 
toe of that leg. The toe has now no existence ; and 
he perceives easily, that the toe can neither be the 
place, nor the subject of the pain which he feels ; yet 
it is the same feeling he used to have from a hurt in 
the toe ; and if he did not know that his leg was cut 
off, it would give him the same inimediate conviction 
of some hurt or disorder in the toe. 

• The same phaenomenon may lead the philosopher 
in all cases, to distinguish sensation from perception. 
We ray, that the man had a deceitful feeling, when 
he felt a pain in his toe after the leg was cut off ; and 
we have a true meaning in saying so. But, if we will 
speak accurately, our sensations cannot be deceitful^ 
they must be what we feel them to be, and can be no- 
thing else. Where then lies the deceit ? I answer, it 
lies not in the sfensasion, which is real, but in the seem- 
ing perception he had of a disorder in his toe. This 
perception, which nature had conjoined with the sen- 
sation, was in this instance fallacious. 

The-same reasoning may be applied to every phae- 
nonatjnon that can, with propriety, be called a decep- 
tion of sense. As when one, who has the jaundice 
sees a body yellow, which is really white ; or tvhen a 
man sees an object double, because his eyes are not 
both' dirtied to it ; in ‘these, and other like cases, the 
sensations we have are real, and the deception is only 
in the perception. which nature has annexed to them. 
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Nature has connected our perception of external pb- 
jects "with certain -sensations. If the. sensation is pro., 
duced, the corresponding perception follows even when 
there is no object, and in the case is apt to deceive us. 
In. dike manner, nature has connected our sensations 
with certain impressions that are made upon the 
neiwes and brain : And, when the impression is made, 
from whatever cause, the corresponding sensation and 
perception immediately follows. Thus, in the man 
who feels pain in his toe after the leg is cut off, the 
nerve that went to the toe, part of which was cut off 
with the leg, had the same impression made upon the 
remaining part, which, in the natural state of his body, 
w'as caused by a hurt in the toe ; And immediately this 
impression is followed by the sensation and perception 
which, nature connected with it. 

In like manner, if the same impressions, which are" 
made at present upon my optic nerves by the objects 
before me, could be made in the dark, I apprehend 
that I should have the same sensations, and see the 
same objects which I now see. The impressions and 
sensations would in such a case be real, and the percep- 
tion only fallacious. 

Let us next consider the notions which our senses 
give us of those attributes of bodies called powers. 
This is the more necessary, because power seems to 
imply some activity'; yet we considet bodiy as, a dead 
inactive thing, which does not act but may be acted 

UpODi , . 

Of the mechanical powers ascribed to bodies, that 
which is called their vis insita, or inertia, may first be 
considered. By this is meant no more, than that bo- 
dies never change their state of themselves, eiiher from 
rest to motion, or from motion to rest, or from one de- 
gree of velocity, or one direction to another. In order. 
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to produce any such change, there must be some force 
impressed upon them ; and the change produced « pre- 
cisely proportioned to the force impressed, and in the 
direction of that force. 

, That all bodies have this properly, is a nutter of 
fact, which we learn from daily observation, as well as 
from the most accurate experiments. Now it seems 
plain, that this does not imply any activity in body, 
but rather the contrary. A power in body to change 
its state, would much rather imply activity than its 
continuing in the same state; So that, although this 
property of bodies is called iheir.tJMdW/a, Qr.i;if merike, 
it implies- no proper activity. 

If we consider, next, the power of .gravity, it is a 
fact, that all the bodies of our planetary system .gravi- 
tate towards each other. This hasibeen fully proved 
by the great Newton. But .this gravitation is not 
conceived by that philosopher to be a power inherent 
in bodies, whidi they exert of themselves, hut a force 
impressed upon, them, to .which they; must necessarily 
yield. Whether this force be.impressed by some sub- 
tile aether, or whether it be impressed by the power of 
the Supreme Being, or of some subordinate spiritual * 
being, we db^not Jenow ; rbut.all sound natural philo- 
sophy, particularly that of Newton, supposes it to be 
an impres^d force, and nqt -inherent in bodies. 

' Sp that, when bodies gravitate, they do not properly 
act, but are acted upon : They only yield to an im- 
pression -that is made upon them. It^is common in 
language to express, by active verbs, many changes in 
things, wlierein they are merely passive : And this 
■way of speaking is used chiefly when the cause of'the 
change 'fs not obvious to sense. Thus we say that -a 
ship sails, when every man of common sense knows 
. hat she has no inherent power of motion, and is only 

yOL. l, M M 
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driven by wind and. tide. ’ in like manner, when we 
•say tbat-the planpts gravitate towards the sun, we mean 
-no more, bnt-thatr by. some . unknown power, they are 
drawn or impelled in that direction. 

• What has been said of the power of grarvitation may 
lie 'applied to bther mechanical powers, such as cohe- 
sion, magnetism, ieiectricity ; -and no less to chemical 
«nd medical 'powers; By all these, certain effects are 
pfoducfcd'Upon the application of one.body to another, 
Our senses discover the effect ; .but the power is latent. 
We krfowthtre must be a cause of the effect, and we 
form a relative notion of it from its effect ; and very 
often the same name is- used to signify the unknowp 
cause, and tke known effect. 

•We ascribe to vegetables,' the powers of drawing 
nourishment, growing, and multiplying their kind- 
Hefe likewise the effect is manifest, but the cause is 
latent to -sense. These powers, therefor?, as well as 
all the other powers we ascribe to bodies, are unknown 
causes of certain known effects. It is the business of 
philosophy ‘to investigate the nature of those powers 
as far as we are able, but our senses leave us in the 
dark. 

We may observe a great similarity in the notions 
which our senses give us of secondary (qualities, of the 
disorders We fe?l in our own bodies, and of the various 
powers of bodies which we have enumerated. They 
are all obscure and -relative notions, being a concep- 
tion of some unknown cause of a known effect.. Their 
names are, for the most part, common to the effect, and 
to its cause ; and they are a proper subject of philoso- 
phical disquisition. - They might therefore, I think, 
not improperly be called occult qualities. 

This name, indeed, is fallen into disgrace since the 
tpue of Dk Cartes. It is said to have been used by. 
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the Peripatetics to cloke their* ignorance, and to stop 
all inquiry into the nature of those qualities called oc- 
cult. Be it so. Let those answer for this abuse of 
the Word/ who were guilty of it. To call a thing 
occult, if we' attend to the meaning of the word, is ra- 
ther modestly to confess ignorance than to cloke it. 
It is to point it out as a proper subject for. the investi- 
gation of philosophers, whose proper business it is to 
better the condition of humanity, by discovering wbftt 
was before hid from human knowledge. 

Were 1 therefore to make a division of the qualities 
of bodies as they appear to our senses, I would divide 
them first into those that are mani/est, and those that 
are occult. The manifest qualities ate, those whiph 
Mr Locke calls primary; such as extension* figure, 
divisibility, motion, hardness, softness,, fluidity^ The 
nature of these is manifest even Wt sense j,. and’ the 
business of the philosopher with- regard to ^em, is not 
to find out their nature, which'' is well known, but t,o 
discover the eflfects produced by- their various combi- 
nations ; and with regard to those of. them which 
not essential to matter, to discover their causes , as far 
as he is able. j) : 

The second-class consists of occult qualities, which 
may be subdivided into various kinds ; asji'rstt The se- 
condary qualities ; seeottci/y,,-'Tbe disorders we feel, jai 
our own bodies; and, r/«r([%,, Ail the qualities tfehUjh 
we call pW.ers of bodies, whether mcchanicftl, cheuii- 
cal, medical, animal, or vegetable.;,. or if there be any 
other powers not comprehended under these heads. 
Of all. these the existence is manifest to sense, .butitbe 
nature is occult ; and here the philosopher, has aq aqi? 
pie field!^ ♦ . . , - . , t 

^ • What is necessary for the conduct of our apipial 
life, the bountiful Author of nature both m.ade. m^fi- 
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fest to all men. But there are many other choice se- 
crets of nature, the discovery of which enlarges the ' 
power, and exalts the state, of man. These are left to 
be discovered by the proper use of our rational pow- 
ers. They are hid, not that they may be always con - 
cealed from human knowledge, but that we may be 
excited to search for them. This is the proper busi- ' 
ness of a philosopher, and it is the glory of a man, and 
the best reward of his labour, to discover what nature 
has thus concealed. 

G H A P. XIX. 

Of Mutter and oj Space. 

''PHE objects of sense we have hitherto considered are 
qualities. But qualities must have a subject. We 
' give the names of matter, material iuhstance, and bo- 
dip to the subject of sensible qualities ; and it may be 
asked, what this matter is ? 

I perceive in a billiard ball, figure, colour, and mo- 
tion ; but the ball is not figure, nor is it colour, nor 
motion, nor all these taken together ; it is something 
that has figure, and colour, and motion. This is a dic- 
tate of nature, and the belief of all matfkind. 

As to the nature of this something, I am afraid we 
can give little account of it, but that it has the qualities 
•which our senses discover. 

But ho\V do we know that they are qualities, and 
cannot exist without a subject ? I confess I cannot ex- 
pkin how we know that they cannot exist without-a 
subject, any more than I can explain how we know 
that they exist. We have the information of nature 
for their existence ; and I think* we have the informa- 
tion of nature that they are qualities. 

The belfef that figure, motion, and colour, are qua- • 
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lities, and require a subject, must, either be a judgment 
of nature, or it must be discovered by reason, or it 
must be a prejudice that has no just foundation. 
There are; philosophers who maintain, that it is a mere 
prejudice ; that a body is nothing but a collection of 
what we call sensible qualities j and that tl^y neither 
' have nor need any subject. This is the opinion of 
Bishop Berkeley and Mr Hume j and they were led 
to it by finding, that they had not in their minds any 
idea of substance. It could neither be an idea of sen- 
sation nor of reflection. 

But to me nothing seems more absurd, than that 
there should be extension without any thing extend- 
ed ; or motion without any thing moved yet I can- 
not give reasons for my opinion, because it seems to rae 
self-evident, and an immediate dictate of my nature. 

And that it is the belief of all mankind, appears' in 
the structure of all languages ; in which we find ad- 
jective nouns used to express sensible qualities. It is 
well known that every adjective in language must be- 
long to some substantive expressed or understood;, 
that is, every quality must belong to some subject. 

Sensible qualities make so great a part of the furni- 
ture of our minds, their kinds are so many, and t^eir 
number so great, that if prejudice, and not nature^ 
tcacb us to ascribe them all to a subject, it must have 
a great work to perform, which cannot be accomplish- 
ed in a shCr-t^time, nor carried on to tire same pitch in 
every individual. We should find not individuals on- 
ly, but nations and ages, differing from each other in 
the progress which this prejudice had made in their 
sentiments^ but we find no such difference among 
men. ‘What one mail accounts a quality, ail men do, 
^nd ever did. 

c It seems therefore to be a judgment of nature, that 
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the things immediately {jerteived are qualities, which 
must belong to a subject ; and all the information that' 
our senses- give us about this subject, is, that it is that 
to which such qualities belong. From this it is evi- 
dent» that our notion of body or matter, as distinguish- 
ed from its qualities, is a relative notion ; and I am a-^ 
fraid it must' always be obscure until men have other 
faculties. 

. The philosoJ)her in this seems to have no advantage 
above the vulgar ; lor as they petceive colour, and fi- 
gure, and motion by their senses as well as he ‘does, 
and both are equally certain that there is a subject of 
those qualities, so the notions which both have of this 
subject are equally obscure. When the philosopher 
calls it a substratum, and a subject of inhesion, those 
learned words convey no meaning but what every man 
understands and expresses, by saying in common lan- 
guage, that it is a thing extended, and solid, and move- 
able. ‘ 

The relation which sensible qualities bear to their 
subject, that is, to body, is not, however, so dark, but 
that it is easily distinguished from all other relations. 
Every man can distinguish it from the relation of an 
efl^ct to its cause ; of a mean to its end j or of a sign 
to. the thing signified by^ it. 

' I think it requires some ripeness of understanding to 
^stinguish the qualities of a body from the body* 
Perhaps this distinction's not made by by-UtCs, nor by 
infants ; aqd if any one thinks that this distinction is 
not'-nlade by out senses, but by some other power of 
th«i mind,l will not dispute this point, provided it be 
granted, Ahat men, -When- their faculties are ripe, have 
a natural crinvictioff, th^at sensible quaUties cannot ex- 
ist by themselves without some subject to which they 
belong.,..* 
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i think, indeed, that some of the determinations we 
form concerning matter cannot be deduced solely front 
the testimony of sense, but must he referred to some 
other source. 

. There seems to be nothing more eyideut, than that 
all bodi^ must <onsist of p^rts ; and that every part 
‘of a bo^ is a body, and a distinct being which may 
exist without the other part? ; and yet I apprehend 
this conclusion is not deduced ?olely from the testi- 
mony of sense: For, besides that itiis a necessary 
truth,*and therefore no object of sense, there is a limit 
beyond which we cannot perceive any division of a 
body. The parts become too small to he perceived 
by pur senses ; but we cannot believe that it becomes 
then incapable of being further divided, or that such 
division would make it not to be a body. ■ ' 

We carry on the division and subdivision in our 
thought far beyond the reach of our senses, and we 
can find no end to it : Nay, I think we plainly dis- 
cern, that there can he Umit beyond which the di- 
vision cannot be carried. 

For if there be any limit to this division, one of 
two things must necessarily happen. Either we have 
come by division to a body which is extended, but 
has no parts, and is absolutely indivisible ; or this bo- 
dy is divisible, but as soon as it is divided, it becom'es 
no body. Both these positions seem to me -Rbsurd, 
and one or t^e other is the necessary consequence of 
supposing a limit to the divisibility of matter. 

• .On the other hand, if it is admitted that the divisi- 
bility of matter has no limit, it will follow, that no bo- 
dy can be c,alled one individual substance. You may 
as well call it two, or Iwenty, or two hundred. For 
when it is divided into parts, every part is a being or 
*^ubstance distinct from ^ll the other parts, and 
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even before the division-: Any on© part may continue 
to exist, though all the other parts were annihilated. 

There is, indeed, a principle long received, as an 
axiom in metaphysics, which I cannot reconcile to the 
divisibility of matter. It is. That every being is one^ 
omne em est mum. By which, I suppose, is meant, 
that every thing that exists must either be one indivi- 
sible being,* or composed of a determinate number of 
indivisible beings. Thus an army may be divided in- 
toregiments, a regiment into companies, and a cofnpa- 
ny into men. But here the division has its limit ; for 
you cannot divide u man ..without destroying him, be- 
cause he is an individual ; and every thing, according 
to this axiom, must be an individual, or made up of 
individuals. 

That this axiom will hold with regard to an army, 
-and with regard to many other things, must be grant- 
ed ; But I require the evidence of its being applicable 
to ?ll beings whatsoever. 

Lxibni'XX, conceiving that all beings must have this 
metaphysical unity, was by this led to maintain, that 
matter, and indeed the whole universe, is made up of 
monades, that is, simple and indivisible substances. 

Perhaps the same apprehension might lead Bosco- 
viCH into his hypothesis, which seems much more in- 
genious ; to wit, that matter is composed of a definite 
number of mathematical points, endowed with certain 
powers of attraction and repulsion. '> 

The divisibility of matter without any limit, s©ems 
tome more tenable than either of these hypothesis'; 
nor do I lay much stress upon the metaphysical axiom, 
considering its origin. Metaphysicians thought pro- 
per to make the attributes coifimon to all beings the 
subject of a science. It must be a matter of some dif- ^ 
ticulty to find out such attributes : Ajnd, after racking^ 
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their invention, they have specified three, to wit, uni- 
ty, verity, and goodness ; and these, I suppose have 
been invented to a make a number, rather than from 
any clear mdence of their being universal. 

• There are other determinations concerning matter, 
which, I think, are not solely founded upon the testi- 
mony of sense ; Such as, that it is impossible that two 
bodies should occupy the same place at the same time ; 
or that the same body should be in different places at 
the same time ; or that a body can be moved from one 
place to another. Without passing through (the inter- 
mediate places, either in a straight course, or by some 
circuit. These appear to be necessary truths, and 
therefore cannot be conclusions of our senses ; for our 
senses testify only what is, and not what must necessa- 
rily be. 

We are next to consider our notion of space. It may 
be observed, that although space be not perceived by 
any of our senses when all matter is removed ; yet, 
when we perceive any of the primary qualities, space 
presents itself as a necessary concomitant : For there 
can neither be extension, -nor motion, nor figure, nor 
division, nor cohesion of parts without space. 

There are only two of our senses by which the no- 
tion of space enters into ihe mind ; to wit, touch and 
sight. If we suppose a man to have neither of these 
senses, I do not see how he could ever have any con- 
ception of space. Supposing him to have both, until 
he sees or feels other objects, he can have no notion of 
space : it has neither colour nor figure to make it an 
object of sight : It has no tangible quality to make it 
an object of touch. .But other objects of sight and 
touch carry the notion ‘of space along with them ; and 
not the notion only, but the belief of it ; For a body 
could not exist if. there was no space to contain it : It 
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could not mov£ if there was no space : Its situation, 
its distance, and every relation it lias to other bodies, - 
suppose spajCc. 

But though the notion of space seems not to enter 
at fust into the mind, until it is introduced by the pror 
per objects of sense; yet, being once-introduced, it re- 
mains in our conception and belief, thought thp objects 
which introduced it be removed. We see no absur- 
dity in supposing ^ body to be annihilated ; but the 
space that contained it remains ; and to suppose that 
annihilate]^, seems to be absurd. It is so much allied 
to nothing or emptiness, that it seems incapable of an- 
milnlation or of creation. 

Space not qnly retains a ^cm hold of our belief, even 
when we suppose all the objects that introduced it to 
be annihilated, but it swells to immensity. We can 
set no limits to 4, either of extent or of duration. — 
Hence we call it immense, eternal, immoveable,, and 
indestructible. But it is, only an immense, eternal, 
immoveable, and indestructible void or emptiness. — 
Perhaps we may apply to it what the Peripatetics said 
of their first ipatter, that whatever it is, it is potentially 
only, not actually. 

When we consider parts. of space that have measure 
figure, thpre is nothing we understand better, no- 
thing about which we ca^i. reason so clearly, and to so 
great extent. Extension and figure are circumscribed 
parts of space, a,nd arc the objept of geometry, a science 
in which human xeasQn has the most ample field, and 
can go deepei;, and with nroire certainty than in any 
other. B»t when we attempt to comprehend the whole 
of space, and to, trace it. to its origin, we lose ourselves 
in the seareh. The profound sjaeculations of ingenious 
men- upon this .subject differ so widely, as may lead- us 
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to suspect, that the line of human understanding is too 
sho rt to reach the bottom of it. 

Bishop Berkeley, I think, was the first who observ- 
ed, that the extefisiori, figure, and space, of which we 
speak in common language, and of which geometry 
treats, are originally perceived by the sense of touch 
only ; but that there is a notion of extension, figure, 
and space, which may be got by sight, without any 
aid from touch. To distinguish these, he calls the first 
tangible extension, tangible figure, and tangible space ; 
the last he calls visible. 

As I think this distinction very important in the 
philosophy of our senses, I shall adopt the names used 
by the inventor to express it ; remembering what has 
been already observed, that space, whether tangible or 
visible, is not so properly an object of sense, as a ne- 
cessary concomitant of the objects both of sight and 
touch. 

The reader may likewise be pleased to attend to 
this, that when I use the names of tangible and visible 
space, I do not mean to adopt Bishop Berkeley’s opi- 
nion, so far as to think that they are really different 
things, and altogether unlike. I take them to be dif- 
ferent conceptions of the same thing ; the one very 
partial, and the other more complete ; but both dis- 
tinct and just, as far as they reach. 

Thus when I see a spire at a very ^eat distance, it 
seems like the point of a bodkin ; there appears no 
vane .at the top, no angles. But when I view the same 
object at a small distance, I see a huge 'pyt^niid of 
several angles with a vane on the top. Neitl^er df these 
appearances is fallacious. Each of them is what it 
ought to be, and what it must be, from such an Object 
seen at such different distances. These different ap- 
pearances of the. same object may sen'c to illustrate 



284 


ESSAY lU 


[chap. 19 “. 


the different conceptions of space, according as they 
are drawn from the information of sight alone, or as' 
they are drawn from the additional information of 
touch. 

Our sight alone^ unaided by touch, gives a very par- 
tial notion of space, but yet a distinct one.. When it 
is considered^' according to this partial notion, I call it 
visible space. The sense of touch gives a much more- 
complete notion of space ; and when it is conbidered 
according to this notion,. I call it tangible space. Per- 
haps there may be intelligent beings of a higher order, 
whose conceptions of space are much more complete 
than those we have from both senses. , Another sense 
added to those pf sight and touch, might, for what 1 
know, give us conceptions of space, as different from 
those we can now attain, as tangible space is from visi- 
ble ; and might resolve many knotty points concerning 
it, which, from the imperfection of our faculties wc 
cannot by any labour untie.' 

Berkeley acknowledges that there is an exact corres- 
pondence between the visible figure and magnitude of 
objects, and the tangible ; and that every modification 
of the one has a modification of the other correspond- 
ing. He acknowledges likewise, that nature has esta- 
blished such a connection between the visible figure 
and magnitude of an object, and the tangible, that we 
learn by experiei>ce to know the tangible figure and 
magnitude from the visible. And having been accus* 
tomed to do so from infancy, we get the habit of do- 
ing it with such facility and quickness, that we think 
we see tangible figure, magnitude, and distance of 
bodies, when, in reality, we only collect those tangible 
qualities, from the corresponding visible qualities, which 
arc natural signs of them. 

The correspondence and connection which Berke.. ' 
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iey shews to be between the visible figure and magni- 
tude of objects, and their tangible figure and magni- 
tude, is in some respects very similar to that which wc 
have observed between our sensations, and the primary 
/qualities with which they are connected. No sooner 
is the sensation felt, than immediately we have the 
eoitception and belief of the corresponding quality. — 
We' give no attention to the sensation ; it has not a 
name ; and it is difiicult to persuade us that there was 
any such thing. • 

Ip like manner, no sooner is the visible figure and 
magnitude of an object seen, than immediately we 
have the conception and belief of the corresponding 
tangible figure and. magnitude. We give no attention 
to the visible figure and magnitude. It is immediate- 
ly forgot, as if it had never been perceived ; and it lias 
no name in common language ; and indeed, until 
Berkeley pointed it out as a subject of speculation, 
and gave it a name, it had none among philosophers, 
excepting in one instance, relating to the heavenly 
bodies, which are beyond the reach of touche With 
regard to them, what Berkeley calls visible mag- 
nitude, was, by Astronomers, called apparent magni- 
tude. 

There is surely an apparent magnitude, and an ap- 
parent figure of terrestrial objects, as well as of celes- 
tial ; and this is what Berkeley calls their visible fi- 
gure and magnitude. But this was never made an 
object of thought among philosophers, until that au- 
thor gave it a name, and obsert'ed the correspondence 
and connection between it and tangible magnitude and 
figure, and bow the iiiind gets the habit ot passing so 
instantaneously from me visible figure, as a sign to the 
tangible figure, as the thing signified by it, that the 
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first is perfectly forgot, as if it had never been perceiv- 
ed. 

Visible figure,* extension, and space, may be made a 
subject of tnathematical speculation, as well as the tan- 
gible.- - In the visible, we find two dimensions only;- 
in the tangible three. In the one, magnitude is mea- 
sured by angles ; in the other "by lines. ■ Evety part 
of visible space bears some proportion to the whole 
but tangible space being immense, any part of it bears 
no proportion to the whole. 

Such differences in their properties led Bishop 
Berkeley to think, that visible and tangible mag- 
nitude and figure, are things totally different and dis- 
similar, and cannot both belong to the same object. 

And upon this dissimilitude is grounded one of the 
strongest arguments by which his system is supported. 
For it xtiiy be said, if there be external objects which* 
hive a real extension and figure, it' must be either tan- 
gibly extension and figure, or visible, or both. The 
la^’ appears absurd ; not was it ever maintained by 
any* man, that the same object has two kinds of exten- 
sion and figure, totally dissimilar. There is then only 
one of the two really in tire object ; and the other must 
be ideal. But no reason can be assigned w'hy the per- 
ceptions of * one sense should be real, whilst those of 
another are only ideal : and he who is persuaded that 
the objects of sight* are ideas only, has equal reason to 
believe so of the objects of touch. 

This argument, however, loses all its force, if it be 
true, as was formerly hinted, that visible figure and ex- 
tension are only a partial conception, and the tangible 
figure and extension a more Ocofnplete conception! 
of that figure and extension which is really in the ob- 
ject. 

1 It has been proved very fully by Bishop Berkeley,’ • 
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that sight alone, without any aid from the informations 
of touch, gives us no perception, nor even conception^ 
of the distance of any object from the eye. But he 
was not aware that this very, principle overturns the 
iipgument for his system, taken from the difference be- . 
tween visibly and tangible extension and figure ; for, 
supposing external objects to exist, ^ntl to have that 
tangible extension and figure \^hich wp perceive, it 
follows demonstrably, from the principle now mention- 
ed, that their visible extension and figure must be just 
what vye see it to be. 

The rules of perspective, and of the projection of the 
sphere, which is a branch of perspective, are demonstrable. 
They suppose the existence of external objects, which 
have a tangible extension and figure ; and, upon that 
supposition, they demonstrate what must be the visible 
extension and figure of such objects, when placed in 
such a position, and at such a distance. 

Hence it is evident, that the visible figure and ex- 
tension of objects is so far from being incompatible 
with the tangible, that the first is a necessary conse- 
quence from the last, in beings that see as we do. The 
correspondence between them is not arbitrary, like that 
betw'een words and the thing they signify, as Berke- 
ley thought ; but it results necessarily from the nature 
of the two senses ; and this correspondence being al- 
ways found in experience to be exactly what the rules 
of perspective shew that it ought to be, if the senses 
give true information, is an argument of the truth of 

1 ) 0111 . 
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CHAP. XX. 

Of the Evidence ifSen.se, and of Belief in General. 

THi; intention of nature in the powers which w^e 
* call the external senses, is evident. They are in- 
tended to givfe us that information of ekternal objects 
which the Supreme Being saw to be proper for us in 
our present state ; and they give to all mankind the 
information necessary for life, without reasoning, with- 
out any art or investigation on our part. 

The most uninstructed peasant has as distinct a con- 
ception, and as firm a belief of the immediate objects 
of his senses, as the greatest philosopher j and with this 
he rests satisfied, giving himself no concern how he 
came by this conception and belief. But the philoso- 
pher is impatient to know how his conception of exter- 
cnal objects, and his belief of their existence, is produ- 
ced.- This, I am afraid, is hid in impenetrable dark- 
ness. But where there is no knowledge, there is the 
more room for conjecture ; ,and of this philosophers 
have always been very liberal. 

The dark cave and shadows of Plato, the species 
of Aristotle, the films of Epicurus, and the ideas and 
impressions of modern philosophers, are the produc- 
tions of human fancy, successively invented to satisfy 
the eager desire of knowing how we perceive external 
objects ; but they are all deficient in the two essential 
characters of a true and philosophical account of the 
phaenomcnon : For we neither have any evidence of 
their existence ; nor, if they did exist, can it be shewn 
how they would produce percepjtion. 

It was before observed, that there are tw^o ingredi- 
ents in this operation of perception ; Firsts The con- 
ception or notion of the object ; and, secondly^ The 
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DCiief of its present existence j both are utiaccount* 
•able. 

That we can assign no adequate cause of our first 
conceptions of things, I think, ‘ is now acknowledged 
jjy the most enlightened philosophers. We know that 
such is our constitution, that in certain circumstances 
we haVe certain conceptions ; but how they are pro- 
duced, we know no there than how we ourselves were 
produced. 

When we have got the conception of external ob- 
jects by our senses, we can analyse them in our thought 
into their simple ingredients ; and we can compound 
those ingredients into various new forms, which the 
senses never presented. But it is beyond the power of 
human imagination to form any conception, whose 
simple ingredients have not been furnished by Na- 
ture in a manner unaccountable to our understanding. 

We have an immediate conception of the operations 
of our own minds, joined with a belief of their exis- 
tence ; and this we call consciousness. But this is 
only giving a narhe to this source of our knowledge. It 
is not a discovery of its cause. In like manner, wa 
have, by our external senses, a conception of external 
objects, joined, with a befief of their existence ; and 
this we call perception. But this is only giving a 
name to another source of our knowledge, without dis- 
covering its cause. 

We know, tfiat when certain impressions are made 
ujion our organs, nerves, and brain, certain correspond- 
ing sensations are felt, and certain objects areboth 
conceived and believed to exi^t. But in this train of 
operations Nature worlls in the dark. We can neither 
discover the cause of any one of them, nor any neces- 
sary connection of one with another : And whether 
tkey are connected by any necessary tie, pr only CW- 
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joined in’ our constitution by the will of Heaven, we 
know not. 

That any kind of impression upon a body should be 
the efficient cause of sensation, appears very absurd. 
Nor can we perceive any necessary connection be-, 
tween sensation and the conception and belief of an 
external object. For any thing we can discover, we 
might have been so framed as to have all the sensa- 
tions we now have by our senses, without any impres- 
sions upon our organs, and without any conception of 
any external object. ' For any thing we know, we 
might have been so made as to perceive external ob- 
jects, without any impressions on bodily organs, and 
without any of those sensations which invariably ac- 
company perception in our present frame. 

If our conception of external objects be unaccount- 
able, the conviction and belief of their existence, which 
we get by our senses, is no less so. 

Belief, assent, conviction,, are words which I think 
do not admit of logical definition, because the opera- 
tion of mind signified by them is perfectly simple, and 
of its own kind. Nor do they need to be defined, 
because they . are common words, and well under- 
stood. 

Belief must have an object. For he that believes, 
must believe something ; and that which he believes 
is called the object of his belief. Of this object of 
his belief, he must have some conception, clear or ob- 
scur^; for although there may be the most clear and 
distinct conception of an object, without any belief pf 
its existence, there can be no belief without conceptign. 

Belief is always expressed in language by a proposi- 
tion, wherein something is affirmed or denied. This is 
the form of speech which in all languages is appro- 
priated to that purpose, and without belief there could 
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be neither affirmation nor denial, nor should we have 
any form of words to express either. Belief admits of 
all degrees frpm the slightest suspicion to the fullest 
assurance. ■ These things are so evident to every man 
that reflf'Cts, that it would be abusing the reader’s pa- 
tience to dwell upon them. 

I proceed to observe, that there are many operations 
of mind in which, when we analyse them as far as we 
are able, we find belief to be an essential ingredient. 
A man cannot be conscious of his own thoughts, with- 
out believing that he thinks. He cannot perceive an 
object of sense, wilhoui believing that it exists. He 
cannot distinctly remember a past event without be- 
lieving that it did exist. Belief therefore is an ingre- 
dient in consciousness, in perception, and in remem- 
brance. 

Not only in most of our intellectual operations, but 
in many of the active principles of the human mind, 
belief enters as an ingredient. Joy and sorrow, hope 
and fear, imply a belief of good or ill, either pre- 
sent or in expectation. Esteem, gratitude, pity, and 
resentment, imply a belief of certain qualities in their 
objects. In every action that is done for an end, there 
must be a belief of its tendency to that end. So large 
a share has belief in our intellectual operations, in our 
active principles, and in our actions themselves, that 
as faith in things divine is represented as the main 
spring in the life of a Christian, so belief in general is 
the main spring in the life of a man. 

. That men often believe what there is no just ground 
to believe, and thereby are led into hurtful errors, is 
too evident to be deniej : And, on the other hand, that 
there are just grounds of belief, can as little be doubt- 
ed- by any man who is not a perfect sceptic. 

We give the. name of evidence to whatever is 4 
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gf6und of belief. To believe without evidence is a 
weakness which every niiau is concerned to avoid, and 
which every man wishes to avoid. Nor is it in a man’s 
power to believe any thing longer than be thinks he has 
evidence. 

What this evidence is, is more easily felt than de^ 
scribed. Those who never reflected upon its nature, 
feel its influence in ‘governing their belief. It is the 
business of the Logician to explain its nature, and to 
distinguish its various kinds and degrees ; but every 
man of' understanding can judge of it, and commonly 
judges right, when the evidence is fairly laid before 
him, and his mind is free from prejudice, A man 
who knows riothing of the theory of vision, may have 
a good eye ; and a man who never speculated about 
evidence in the abstract, may have a good judgment. 

The common occasions of life lead us to distinguish 
evidence into different kinds, to which we give namej* 
that are well understood ; such as the evidence of sense, 
the evidence of memory, the evidence of consciousness, 
the evidence of testimony, the evidence of axioms, the 
evidence of reasoning: All men of common under- 
standing agree, that each of these kinds of evidence 
may afford just ground of belief, and they agree very 
generally in the circumstances that strengthen or wea^ 
ken them. 

Philosophers have endeavoured by analysing the 
different sorts of evidence, to find out some common 
nature wherein they all agree, and thereby to reduce 
them all to one. This was the aim of the schoolmen 
in their intricate disputes about ,thc criterion of truth. 
Des Cartes placed this criterioi| of truth in clear and 
distinct perception ^ and laid it down as a maxim, that 
whatever we clearly and distinctly perceive to be true, 
is true,; but it is difficult to know what he understands 
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by clear and distinct perception in this maxim. Mr 
Locke placed it in a perception of the agreement or 
disagreement of our ideas, which perception is imme- 
diate in irituitive knowledge, and by the intervention 
of other ideas in reasoning. 

I confess that, although I have, as I thmk, a distinct 
‘notion of the different kinds of evidence above-men- 
tioned, and perhaps of some others, which it is unne- 
cessary here to enumerate, yet I am not able to find 
any common nature to which they may all be reduced. 
They seem to me to agree only in this, that they are 
all fitted by Nature to produce belief in the human 
mind ; some of them in the highest degree, which we 
call certainty, others in various degrees according to 
circumstances. ^ 

I shall take it for granted, that the evidence of sense^ 
when the proper circumstances concur, is good evi- 
dence, and a just ground of belief. My intention in 
this place is only to compare it with the other kinds 
that have been mentioned, that we may judge whether 
it be reducible to any of them, or of a nature peculiar 
to itself. 

Fust, It seems to be quite different from the evi- 
dence of reasoning. All good evidence is commonly 
called reasonable evidence, and very justly, because it 
ought to govern our belief as reasonable creatures. 
And, according to this meaning, I think the evidence 
of sense no less reasonable than that of demonstration. 
If Nature give us information of things that conceriir 
jis, by other means than by reasoning, reason itself will 
direct us to receive that information with thankfulness, 
and to make the best use of it. 

Blit when we speak of the evidence of reasoning as 
a. particular kind of evidence, it means the evidence of 
propositions that .arc inferred by reasoning, from pro- 



. 2^4 


ES^AY ir. 


[chap. 20. 


positions already known and believed. Thus the evi- 
dence of the fifth proposition of the first book of Eu- 
clid’s Elements consists in this, That it is shewn to 
be the necessary consequence of the axioms, and of 
the preceding propositions. In all reasoning, there 
must be one or more premises, and a conclusion drawn 
from them. And the premises are called the reason 
why we must believe the conclusion which we see to 
follow from them. 

m 

That the evidence of sense is of a different kind, 
needs little proof. No man seeks a reason for believ- 
ing what he sees or feels ; and if he did, it would be 
difficult to find one. But though he can give no rea- 
son for believing his senses, his belief remains as firm 
as if it were grounded on demonstration. 

Many eminent philosophers thinking it unreasonable 
to believe, when they could not shew a. reason, have 
laboured to furnish us with reasons for believing our 
senses ; but their reasons are very insufficient, and will 
not bear examination. Other philosophers have shewn 
very clearly tfie fallacy of thes^ reasons, and have, as 
they imagine, discovered invincible reasons against 
this belief ; but they have never been able either to 
shake it in themselves, or to convince others. The 
statesman continues to plod, the soldier to fight, and 
the merchant to export and import, without being in 
the least movpd by the demonstrations that have been 
offered of the non-existence of those things about 
which they are so seriously employed. And a man 
may as soon, by reasoning, pull the moon out of 
her orbit, as destroy the belief qf the objects of sense. 

Shall we say then that the Evidence of sense is the 
same with that of axioms, or self-evidept truths ? I 
answer, Jirsiy That all modern philosophers seem- to 
agree, that the existence of the objects of sc^nse is not. 
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self-evidem, because some of them have endeavoured 
to prove it by subtile reasoning, others to refute it. 
Neither of these can consider it as self-evident. 

Secondlif^ I would observe, that the word axiom is 
taken by philosophers in such a sense, as that the exis- 
tence of the objects of sense cannot, with propriety, be 
•called an axiom. They give the name of axiom only 
to self-evident truths that are necessary, and are not 
limited to time and place, but must be true at all times, 
and in all places. The truths attested by our senses 
are not of this kind ; they are contingent, and limited 
to time and place* 

Thus, that one is the half pf two, is an axiom. It is 
equally true at all times, and in all places. We per- 
ceive, by attending to the proposition itself, that it 
cannot but be true ; and therefore it is called an eter- 
nal, necessary and immutable truth. That there is at 
present a chair on my right hand, and another on my 
left, is a truth attested by my senses ; but it is not ne- 
cessary, nor eternal, nor immutable. It may not be 
true next minute ; and therefore, to call it an pioin, 
would, I apprehend, be to deviate from the common 
use of the word. 

Third! t), If ,the word axiom be put to signify ev^ery 
truth which is known immediately, without being de- 
duced from any antecedent truth, then the existence 
ot the objects of sense may be called an axiom. For 
my senses give me as immediate conviction of what 
they testify, as my understanding gives me of what is 
cp'mmonly called an axiom. 

^ There is no doubt an analogy between the evidence 
of sense and the eviC^ence of testimony. Hence we 
find- inwall languages the analogical expressions ot the 
tesiimonij of aense^ of giving credit to our senses, and 
the like.. But there is a real difference between the 
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twoj as well a& a simrlitude. In believing upoo-jtesti*' 
iBony, wte upon the. authority of a person whs 
testifies ; but we have no such authority for believing 
our senses. - r:; ; ,< , * 

Shall we say thcn tlmt this belief is the inspiration 
of the Almighty ? I think this .may be said in a good 
sense ; for I take it to be the immediate effect pf our- 
constitution, which is .the work of the Almighty. B.ut 
if inspiration be understood to imply a persuasion of 
its coming from God, our belief of the objects of sense 
is not inspiration ; for a man would believe his senses 
though he had no notion of ,a Deity. He who is per- 
suaded that he is the workmanship of God, and that it 
is a part of his constitution to believe his senses, may 
think that a good reason to confirm his belief : But he 
had the belief before he could give this or any other 
reason for it. 

If we compare the evidence of sense with, that of 
memory, we find a great resemblance, but still some 
difference. I remember distinctly to have dined yes-* 
terday .with such a company. What is the meaning 
of this? It is, that.. I have a distinct conception and 
firm belief of this past event ; not by reasoning, not 
by testimony, but immediately from my constitution ; 
And I give the name of memory to that part of my 
constitution, by which I have this kind of conviction 
of past events^j u . 

I see-a chair on my right band. What is the mean- 
ing of this ? It is, tliat I have, by my constitution, a 
distinct conception and firm belief of the present exis- 
tence of the chair in such 'a place, and in such a posi- 
tion ; and I give the name of seeing to that part of my 
consWution, by which I have this immediate convic- 
tion. The two operations agree in the immediate 
conviction which they give. They agree in this alsOj 
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that the thing^s believed are not necessary, but contin- 
Igent, an^ limited to time and place. But they differ 
in two respects That memory has something for 

its object that did exist in time past ; but the object 
of sight, and of all the senses, must be something which 
exists at present. And, second/if. That I see by my 
eyes, and only when they are directed to the object, 
and when it is illuminated. But my memory is not 
limited by any bodily organ that I know', nor by light 
and darkness, though it has its limitations of another 
kind. 

These differences are obvious to all men, and very 
reasonably lead them to consider seeing and remem- 
bering as operations specifically different. But the 
nature 'of the evidence they give has a great re- 
semblance. A like difference and a like resemblance 
there is between the evidence of sense and that of con- 
sciousness, which I leave the reader to trace. 

As to the opinion, that evidence consists in a per- 
ception of the agreement of ideas, we may have occa- 
sion to consider it more particularly in another place. 
Here I only observe, that, when taken in the most fa- 
vourable sense, it may be applied with propriety to the 
evidence of reasoning, and to the evidence of sorrie ax- 
ioms. But I cannot see how', in any sense, it can be 
applied to the evidence of consciousness, to the evi- 
dence of memory, or to that of the senses. 

When I comipare the different kinds of evidence a- 
bove mentioned, I confess after all, that the evidence 
of reasoning, and that of some necessary and self evi- 
dent truths, seems to Ije the least mysterious, and '•he 
most perfectly comprehended ; and therefore I do not 
think it; strange that philosophers should have endea- 
voiucd to 'reduce all kinds of evidence to these. 

When 1 see a proposition to be sclf-avidcnt and ne- 
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eessafy, and that the subject is i>lainiy included in the 
predicate, thete seems' to be nothing more that I cart 
desire, irt otder to understand why I believe it. And 
when I see a consequence that necessarily fbllows from 
one or more Self-evident propbsitions, I- want ilothnig 
more with regard to my belief of that' coi^equenre. 
The light of truth so fills my mind: in these cases, that' 
I can neither condeive, nor dfesite any thing more sa- 
tisfying. 

On the other hland, when I rememb^ distinctly a 
past event, or see an object before my eyes, this com- 
mands my helief no less than an axiom. Biit when, 
as a philosopher, I reflect upon this belief, and want to 
trace it to its origin, I am riot able to resolve it into 
necessary and self-evident axioms, ot conclusions that 
are necessarily consequent upon them. T seem to 
want that evidence which I cah best (Jompmherid, and 
which gives perfect satisfaction to an inquisitive mind ; 
yet it is ridiculous to doubt, and I find it is not in my' 
power. . An attempt to throiiv off this belief, is like 
an attempt to fly, equally ridicuious and irripracticable. 

, To a philosopher, who has been accustomed to 
think that the treasure of his knowledge is the acqui- 
sition of that reasoning power of which he boasts, it is 
no doubt humiliating to find, that his reason can lay 
no claim to the greater part of if. 

By his reason, he cam*-discover certain abstract and 
necessary relations of things: But his knowlcdgo-of 
what really exists, or did exist, comes by another chan- 
nel, which is open to those who cannot reason. He is 
led to it in the darlfr, and knoWs not how he came by it. 

It is no wonder that the pride of philosophy should 
lead some to invent vain theories, in order to account 
for this knowledge ; and others, who see this to b& 
impracticable, to spurn at a knowledge they cannot . 
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account for, and vainly attempt to throw it olF, a 
[reproach to their understa^iding. But the ’wise!. and 
the hutnble will receive it as the gift of Heav^,.aji^ 
endeavoui'.tp in^ke the best use of it. 

CHA'P. xxi: 

Of the i(tLp}'iiveinent, of Somes. 

^UR senses may be considered in two views ; first, 

' As they afford us agreeable sensations, or subject 
us to such as are disagreeable ; and, secondltj, As they 
give us information of things that concern us. 

In^the^/’^/ view, they neither require nor admit of 
improvement. Both the painful and the agreeable 
sensations of our external senses are given by nature 
for certain ends ; and’ they are given in that degree 
which is the most proper for their end. By dirninish- 
ing br increasing them, we should not mend, but mar 
the work of nature. 

Bodily pains are indications of some disorder or hurt 
of the body, and admonitions to use the best means in 
our power to prevent or remove their causes. As far 
as this can be done by temperance, exercise, regimen, 
or the skill off.tbe physician, every man hath sufficient 
inducement Jo do iti 

When pain cannot be^ prevented or removed, it is 
greatly alleviated by patience and fortjitude of mind. 
While the mind is supeopr to pain, the man is not un- 
happy, though he may be exercised. It leaves no 
.sting behind it, but rather matter of triumph and a- 
greeable reflection, when borne properly, and in a 
igood cause. The Canadians have taught us, that even 
savages niay acquire a superiority to the most excru- 
ciating pains ; and, in every region of the earth, in- 
stances will be found, where a sense of duty, of honour, 
or even of worldly interest, have triumphed over it. 
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It is evident, that nature intended for man in hi$^ 
present state, a life of labour and toil, wherein he may* 
ne occasionally exposed to pain and danger ; And the 
happiest man is not he who has felt least of those e?- 
vils, hut he whose mind is fitted to bear them by real 
magnanimity. 

Our active aqd perceptive povrers are improved and 
perfected by use and exercise. This is the constitu- 
tion of nature. But, with regard to the agreeable and 
disagreeable ’sensations We have by our senses, the very 
pontrary is an established constitution of nature ; The 
frequent repetition of thena weakens their force. Sen- 
sations at first very disagreeable, by use become toler- 
able, and at last perfectly indifferent. And those that 
are at first very agreeable, by frequent repetition be- 
come insipid, and at last perhaps give disgust. Na- 
ture has set limits to the pleasures of sense, which we 
pannot pass ; and all studied gratification of them, as 
it is mean and unworthy of "a man, so it is foolish and 
fruitless. '' 

The man who, in eatiiig and drinking, and in other 
gratifications of sense, obeys the calls of nature, with- 
out affecting delicacies arid refinements, has all the en- 
joyment that the senses can afford. If*one could, by 
a soft and luxurious life, acquire a more delicate sen- 
sibility to pleasur^, it must be at the expence of a like 
scnsibility'to'pesiii, from which he can never promise 
exemption ; and at the expence of cherishing many 
diseases which produce pain. 

* The improvement of our external senses, as they 
are the means of giving us information, is a subject 
■more worthy of oiir attention : For although they are 
not the noblest and most bxalted pow’ers of our' na- 
ture, yet they are not the .least useful. All that we 
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iitnow or can know of the material world, must be 
■^irrounded upon their information; and the philoso- 
pher, as well as the day-labourer, must be indebted to 
them for the largest part of his knowledge. 

• Some of our perceptionsfoy the senses may be callr 


ed original, because they require no previous experi- 
ence or learning ; but the far greatest part is acquired. 


and the fruit of experience. 

Three of our senses, to wit, smell, taste, and hear. 


ing, originally give us only certain sensations, and a 
conviction that these sensations are occasioned by some 
external object. We give a name to that quality of 
the object by which it is fitted to produce such a sen- 
sation, and connect that quality with the b^ject, and 


with its other qualities. 

Thus we learn, that a certain sensation of smell is 
produced by a rose ; and that quality in the rose, by 
which it is fitted to produce this sensation, we call the 
smell of the rose. Here it is evident that the sensa- 
tion is original. The perception, that the rose has that 
quality, which we call its smell, is acquired. In like 
manner, we learn all those qualities in bodies, which 
we call their smell, their taste, their sound. These 
are all secondary qualities, and we give the same name 
to them which we give to the sensations they pro- 
duce ; not from any similitude between the sensation 
and the quality of the- same name, .but because the 
quality is signified to us by the sensation as its sign, and 
because our senses give us no other knowledge of the 
quality, but that it is fit to produce such a sensation. 

By the other two senses, we have much more am- 
ple information. By'sight, we learn to distinguish pb- 
jects by their colour, in the same manner as by, their 
xound, taste, and smell. By this sense, we perceive 
.fisijjle objects to have extension in two dimensions, to 
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mediately followed by the conception and belief, that 
there is in my hand a hard smooth body of a spherical 
figure, and about an inch and a half in diameter. This 
belief is grounded neither upou reasoning, nor upon 
experience ; it is the immediate effect of my constitu- 
tion, and this 1 call original perception. 

In acquired perception, the sign may be either a 
sensation, or something originally perceived. The 
thing signified is something, which, by experience, has 
been found connected with that sign. 

Thus, when the ivory ball is placed before my eye, 
I perceive by sight what 1 before perceived by touch, 
that the ball is smooth, spherical, of such a diameter, 
and at such a distance from the eye ; and to this is 
added the perception of its colour. All these things 
I perceive by sight distinctly, and with certainty : Yet 
it is certain from principles of philosophy, that if I had 
not been accustomed to compare the informations of 
sight with those of touch, I should not have perceived 
these things by sight. I should have perceived a cir- 
cular object, having its colour gradually more faint to- 
wards the shaded side. But I should not have per- 
ceived it to have three dimensions, to be spherical, to 
be of such a linear magnitude, and at such a distance 
from the eye. That these last mentioned are not ori- 
ginal perceptions of sight, but acquired by experience, 
is sufficiently evident from the principles of optics, and 
from the art of painters, in painting objects of three 
dimensions, upon a plane which has only two. And 
it has been put beyond all doubt, by observations re- 
corded of several persons, wdio Ijaving, by cataracts in 
their eyes, been deprived of sight from their infancy, 
have been couched,And made to see, after they came 
to years of understanding. > 

Those who have had their eye-sight from infancy, 
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^acquire such perceptions so' early, that they cannot re- 
‘naillect the time wfien they had them not, and there* 
fore make no distinction between them and their ori* 
ginal perceptions; nor can they be easily persuaded, 
, -that there is any just foundation for such a distinction. 

tn all languages men speak with equal assurance of 
■ their seeing objects to be spherical or cubical, as of 
theit feeling them to be so ; nor do they ever dream, 
that these perceptions of sight were not as early and 
original as the perceptions they have of the saipe ob- 
jects by touch. 

This power which w(t acquire of perceiving things 
by our senses, which originally we should not have 
perceived, is not the effect of any reasoning on our 
part : It is ihe’resuit of our constitution, and ot the si- 
tuations in which we happen to be placed. 

We are so made, that when two things are found to 
be conjoitied in certain circumstances, we are prone to 
believe that they are connected by nature, and will 
alwdys be found together in like circumstances. The 
belief which we are led into in such cases is not the effect 
of reasoning, nor does it arise from intuitive evidence 
in the thing believed ; it is, as 1 apprehend, the imme- 
diate effect of our constitution.: Accordingly it is 
strongest in infancy, before our reasoning power ap- 
pears, before we are capable of drawing a conclusion 
from preijnises. A child who has once burnt his fin- 
ger in a candle,, from that single instance connects the 
pain, of burning with putting his finger in the candle^ 
and believes that these two things must go together. 
It is obvious, that thi| part of our constitution is of 
very great use before Ve come to the use of reason, and 
guards* us from a thousand mischiefs, which, without 
il:, we would rush into ; it may sometimes lead us in-v 
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to etvov, bttV good tSecls of i\, fat ovetbalaivce ibe 

m. 

It is no doubt, the perfection of a rational being to 
have no belief but what is grounded on intuitive evi- 
dence, or on just reasoning ; But man, I apprehend, is 
not such a being ; nor is it the intention of nature that 
he should be such a b^ing, in every period of his exis- 
tence. We come into the world without the exercise 
of reason ; we are merely animal before we are ration- 
al creatures ; and it is necessary for our preservation, 
that we should believe many things before we can rea- 
son. How then is our belief to be regulated before we 
have reason to regulate it ? has nature left it to be re- 
gulated by chance ? By no means. It is regulated by 
certain principles, which are parts of our constitution ; 
whether they ought to be called animal principles, or 
instinctive principles, .«r what name we give to them, 
is of small moment ; but they are certainly diftereot 
from the faculty of reason : They do the office of rea- 
son while it is in its infancy, and must, as it were, be 
carried in a nurse’s arms, and they are leading strings 
to it in its gradual progress. 

. From what has been said, I think it appears, that 
our original powers of perceiving objects by our senses 
receive great improvement by use and habit ; and with- 
out this improYcment, would be altogether-insufficient 
for the purposes of life. The daily occurrences of life 
not only add to our stock of knowledge, but give ad- 
ditional perceptive powers to our senses ; and time 
gives us the use of our eyes and ears, as well as of our 
hands and legs. 

This is the greatest and moSt important improve- 
ment of our external senses. It is to be found in all 
men come to years of understanding, but is various in 
different persons according to their different occupa- 
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(lions, and the differtnt circumstances in which they 
lire placed. Every artist acquires an eye as well as a 
hand in his own profession ; His eye becomes skilled 
in perceiving, no less than his hand in executing what 
belongs to his employment. 

Besides this improvement of our senses, which na- 
ture produces without our intention, there are various 
ways in which they may be improved, or their defects 
remedied by art. As, jrsi, by a due care of the or- 
gans of sense, that they be in a sound and natural state. 
This belongs to the department of the Medical Fa- 
culty. 

Seconditf, By accurate attention to the objects of 
sense. The effects of such attention in improving our 
senses appear in every art. The artist, by giving more 
attention to certain objects than others do, by that 
means perceives many things in those objects which 
others do not. Those who happen to be deprived of 
one sense, frequently supply that defect in a great de- 
gree, by giving more accurate attention to the objects 
of the senses they have. The blind have often been 
known to acquire uncommon accuteness in distinguish- 
ing things by feeling and hearing ; and the deaf are un- 
commonly quick in reading mertV thoughts in their 
countenance. 

A third way in which our senses admit ot improve- 
ment, is, by additional organs or insWuibents contrived 
by art. Hy the invention of optical glasses, and the 
gradual improvement of them, the natural power of 
vision is wonderfully improved, and a vast addition 
diade to the stock of J^nowledge which We acquire by 
the eye. By speaking trumpets, and ear trumpets, 
some ifnprovement has been made in the sense of hear- 
ing. Whether by similar inventions the other senses 
may he improved, seems uncertain. 
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A fourth method by which the information got by^ 
our senses may be improved, is, by discovering thfr' 
connection which nature hath established between the 
sensible qualities of objects and their more latent qua- 
lities. ' . 

By the sensible qualities of bodies, I understand 
those that are perceived immediately by the senses, ' 
such as their colour, figure, feeling, sound, taste, smell. 
The various modifications, and various combinations of 
these, are innumerable ; so that there are hardly two 
individual bodies in nature that may not be distinguish- 
ed by their sensible qualities. 

The latent qualities are such as are not immediately 
discovered, by our senses ; but discovered, sometimes 
by accident, sometimes by experiment or observation. 
The most important part of pur knowledge of bodies, 
is the knowledge of the latent qualities of the several 
species> by which they are adapted to certain pur- 
poses, either for food, or medicine, or agriculture, 
or for the materials or utensils of some art or manu- 
facture. 

I' am taught, that certain species of bodies have cer- 
tain latent qualities ; but how shall I know that this 
individual is of 5uch a species ? This must be known 
by the sensible qualities which characterise the species. 

I must know that this is bread, and that wine, before f 
eat the one or drink the other. I must know that this 
is rhubarb, and that opium, beforp I use t^e one or the 
other for medicine. 

It is one branch of human knowledge to know tlie 
names of the various species of natural and artificial 
bodies, and to know the sensible qualities by which 
they are ascertained to be of such a species, and by 
which they are distinguished from one another. It is 
another branch of knowledge to know the latent qua- 
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ihties of the several species, and the uses to which they 
■ are subservient. 

The man who possesses both these branches, is in- 
formed by his senses of innumerable things of real mo- 
:Kient, which are hid from those who possess only one 
or neither. This is an improvement in the informa- 
tion got by our senses, which must keep pace with the 
improvements made in natural history, in natural phi- 
losophy, and ip .the aits. 

It would be an improvement still higher, if we were 
able to discover any connection between the sensible 
qualities of bodies and their latent qualities, without 
knowing the species or what may have been discover- 
ed with regard to it. » 

. So;ne philosophers of the first rate have made at- 
tempts towards this noble improvement, not wuhout 
promising hopes of success. Thus the celebrated Lin- 
NiEUS has attempted to point out certain sensible qua- 
lities by which a plant may very probably be con- 
cluded to bo poisonous, without knowing its name oi 
species. He has given several other instances, where- 
in certain medical and ceconomical virtues of plants 
arc in dicated by their external appearances. Sir Isa ai 
Newton hath. attempted to shew, that from the colours 
of bodies we may form a probable conjecture of the 
size of their constituent parts, by vyhich the rays of 
light are reflected. 

No man can pretend to set limits to the discoveues 
that may be made by human genius and industry, oi 
such connections between the latent and the sensible- 
Tiualities of bodies. wide field here opens to our 
yiew, whose boundaries no man can ascertain, of im- 
provements that may hereafter be made in the infor- 
joapon conveyed to us by our senses. 
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CHAP. XXII. 

0/* the Fallacy of the Senses. 

^OMPLAINTS of the fallacy of the senses have' 
been very common in 'ancient and in modern 
times, especially among the philosophers : And if we 
should take for granted all that they have said on this 
subject, the natural conclusion from it might seem to 
be, that the senses are given to us by some malignant 
daemon on purpose to delude us, rather than that they 
are formed by the wise and beneficent Author of nature, 
to give us true information of things necessary to our 
preservation and happiness. 

The whole sect of Atoraists among the ancients, led 
by Democritus, and afterwards by Epicurus maintain- 
ed, that all the qualitiOs of bodies which the moderns 
call secondary qualities, to wit, smell, taste, sound, co- 
lour, heat, and cold, are mere illusions Of sense, and 
have no real existence. PLato maintained that we can 
attain no real knowledge of material things ; and that 
eternal and immutable ideas are the only objects of 
real knowledge. The Academics and Sceptics anxious- 
ly sought for arguments to prove the fallaciousness of 
our senses, in order to support their favourite doctrine 
that even in things that stem most evident, we ought 
to with -hold assent. 

Among the Peripatetics we find frequent complaints 
that the senses often deceive us, and that their testi- 
mony is to be suspected, when it is not confirmed by 
reason, by which the errors of sense may be corrected. 
This complaint they supported by many common- 
place instances ; such as, the crooked appearance of an 
oar in water ; objects being magnified, and their dis- 
tance mistaken in a fog ; the sun and moon appearing 
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about a foot or two in diameter, while they are really 
thousands of miles ; a square tower being taken at a 
distance to be round. These, and many similar ap- 
pearances, they thought to be sufficiently accounted 
for from the fallacy of the senses ; And thus the fal- 
lacy of the senses was used as a decent cover to con- 
ceal their ignorance of the real causes of such phaeno- 
mena, and served the same purpose as their occult qua- 
lities and substantial forms. 

Dbs Cartes and his followers joined in the same 
complaint. Antony le Grand, a philosopher of that 
sect, in the first chapter of his Logic, expresses the 
sentiments of the sect as follows : “ Since all our senses 
“ are fallacious, and we are frequently deceived by 
“ them, common reason advises, that we should not 
“'put too much trust in them, nay, that we should sus- 
“ pect falsehood in every thing they represent ; for it 
“ is imprudence and temerity to trust to those who 
“ have but once deceived us ; and if they err at any 
“ time, they may be believed always to err. They 
“ are given by Nature for this purpose only, to warn 
“ us of what is useful and what is hurtful to us. The 
“ order of Nature is perverted when we put them to 
“ any other u§e, and apply them for the knowledge of 
“ truth.” 

When we consider, that the active part of mankind, 
in all ages from the beginning of the world, have rest- 
ed their most important_ concerns upon the testimony 

of sense, it will be very difficult to reconcile theii con- 
duct with the speculative opinion so generally enter- 
tained of the fallaciousness of the senses. And it seems 
to be a very unfavourable account of the workman- 
ship of the Supreme Being, to think that he has given 
us one faculty to deceive us, to wit, our senses, and 
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anothet faculty, to wit, our reasc^n, to detect the faU 
laoy. 

It deserves, therefore, to be considered, whether the? 
fallaciousness of our senses be not a common error, 
wWch meti have been led into, from a desire to con- 
ceal their ighorance, or to apologise for their mistakes. 

There are two powers which we owe to our exter- 
nal sense#, sensation, and the^ perception cf external 
objects. 

It is impossible that there can be any fallacy in sen- 
sation : For we are conscious of all out sensations, and 
they can neither be any other in their nature, nor 
greater or less in their degree than we feel them. It 
is impossible that a man should be* in pain, when he 
does not feel pain ; and when he feds pain, it is im- 
possible that his pain should not be real, and in its de- 
gree what it is felt to be ; and the same thing may be 
said of every sensation whatsoever. Art agreeable or 
ati uneasy sensation may We forgot when it is past, 
but when it is present, it can be nothing but what we 
feel. 

If, therefore, there be any fallacy in our senses, it 
must be in the perception of external objects, which we 
shall next consider. 

And here I grant that we can conceive powers of 
perceiving external objects more perfect than ours, 
which, possibly, beings of a higher order may enjoy. 
We can perceive external objects only by means ot 
bodily organs ; and these are liable to various disorders^ 
which sometimes affect our powers of perception. The 
nerves and brain, which are intefiior organs of percep- 
tion, are fikewise liable to disorders, as every part of 
the human frame is. 

The imagination, the memory, the judging and rea- 
soning powers, are all liable to be hprt, or even de- 
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stroyed, by disorders of the body, as well as our powers 
of perception ; but we do not on this account call them 
fallacious. 

Our senses, our memory, and our reason, are all li- 
mited and imperfect : This is the lot of humanity : 
But they are such as the Author of our being saw to 
be best fitted for us in our present state. Superior na- 
tures may have intellectual powers which we have 
not, or such as we have, in a more perfect degree, and 
less liable to accidental disorders: But we have no 
reason to think that God has given fallacious powers to 
any of his creatures : This would be to think dishonour- 
ably of our Maker, and would lay a foundation for u- 
nivcrsal scepticism. 

The appearances commonly imputed to the fallacy 
of the senses are many, and of different kinds ; but f 
think they may be reduced to the four following classes, 

First^ Many things called deceptions of the senses 
are only conclusions rashly drawm from the testimony 
of the senses. In these cases the testimony of Uie 
senses is true, but we rashly draw a conclusion 
from it, which does not necessarily follow. We arc 
disposed to impute our errors rather to false informa- 
tion than to jnconclusiy e reasoning, and to blame oui 
senses for the wrong conclusions we draw from their 
testimony. 

Thus, when a man has taken a counterfeit guinea 
for a true one, he says his senses deceived him ; but lie 
lays the blame where it ought not to be laid : For w < 
may ask him, D d your senses give a false testimony' 
of the colour, orof the figure, or of the impression 
No. But this is all that they testified, and this they 
testified truly: From these premises you concluded 
that it was a true guinea, but this conclusion does nor 
follow ; you erred therefore,' not by relying upon th'“ 
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testimony of sense, but by judging rashly from itsr tes- 
timony Not only are your senses innocent of this er- 
ror, but it is only by their information that it can be 
discovered. If you consult them properly, they will 
inform you that what you took for a guinea is base 
metal, or is deficient in weight, and this can only be 
known by the testimony of sense. 

. I remember to have met with a man who thought 
the, argument used by Protestants against tire Popish 
doctrine, of transubstantiation,’ from the testimony of 
our senses, inconclusive ; because, said he, instances 
may be given where several of our senses may deceive 
us : How do we know then that there may not be 
cases wherein they all deceive us, and no sense is left 
to detect the fallacy.^ I; begged of him to know an in- 
stance wherein several of our senses deceive us. I 
take, said he, a piece of soft turf, I cut it into the 
shape of an apple ; with the essence of apples, I give it 
the smell of an apple ; and with paint, I can give it 
the skin and colour of an apple. Here then is a body, 
which, if you judge by your eye, by your touch, or bj^ 
your smell, is an apple. 

To this I would answer,^ that no one of our senses 
deceives us in this case.* My sight anc^ touch testify 
that it has the shape and colour of an apple : This is 
true. The sense of smelling testifies that it has the 
smell of an apple : This is likewise true, and is no de- 
ception. Where then lies the deception ? It is evident 
it lies in this, that because this body has some qualities 
belonging to an apple, I conclude that it is an apple. 
This is a fallacy, not of the senses, but of inconclusive 
reasoning. 

Many false judgments that are accounted deceptions 
of sense, arise from our mistaking relative motion for 
real or absolute motion. These can be no deceptions 
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of sense, because by oijr senses vve perceive only the 
relative motioits of bodies ; and it is by reasoning that 
we infer the real from the relative which we perceive. 
A little reflection may satisfy us of this. 

• ■ It was before observed, .that we perceive extension 
10 be one sensible quality of bodies, and thence are 
necessarily led to conceive space, though space be of 
itself no object of sense. When a body is removed 
out of its place, the space whichit filled remains empty 
still it is filled by some other body, and would remain 
jf it should never be filled. Before any body existed, 
the space which bodies now occupy was empty space, 
capable of receiving bodies ; for no body can exist 
where there is no space to contain it. There is space 
therefore wherever bodies exist, or can exist. 

. Hence it is evident that space cap have no limits. 
It is no less evident that it is iipmoveable. Bodies 
placed in it are moveable, but the place where they 
were cannot be moved ; and we can as easily con- 
ceive a thing to be moved from itself, as one part of 
space brought nearer to, or removed farther from ano- 
the.r. 

This space, therefore, which is unlimited and im- 
moveable, is called by philosophers absolute space. Ab- 
solute, or real motion, is a change of place yi absolute 
space. 

Our senses do not testify the absolute motion or ab- 
solute rest of any body. When one body removes 
from another, this may be discerned by the senses ; 
but whether any body keeps the same part of absolute 
space, we do not perdeive by our senses ; When one 
body seems to remove from another, we can infer with 
certainty that there is absolute motion, but whether 
.in the one or the other, or partly in both, is not dis- 
cerned by sense. 
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Of all the prejudices which philosophy contradicts, 
I believe* 'thfefe is none so general as that the earth 
Jteeps' its place unmoved. This opinion seems to be 
universal, till it is corrected by instruction, or by phi- 
losophical speculation. Those who have any tincture 
of education are Hot now in danger of being held by it, 
but they find at first a reluctance to believe that there 
are antipbdes ; that the earth is spherical, and turns 
found its^ axis every day, and round the sun every year : 
They can recollect the time when reason struggled with 
prejudice upon these points, and prevailed at length, 
but' not without sothe effort. 

The cause of a prejudice so very general is not un- 
worthy of investigation.’ '• But that is not our present 
business. It is sufficient to observe, that it cannot 
justly be called a fallacy of aonse ; because Our senses 
testify only the change of situation of one body in 
relation to other bodies, and not its change ©f situa- 
tion in absolute space. ^ It is -only the relative mo- 
tion of bodies that we perceive, and that we per- 
ceive truly. It is the province of reason and philo- 
sophy, from the relative motions which we perceive, 
to collect the real- and absolute motions which pro- 
duce them. • • ' 

All motion must be estimated from some point or 
place which is supposed to be at rest; We perceive 
Hot the points of absolute space, from w'hich real and 
absolute motion must be reckoned ; And there are jb- 
vious reasons that lead mankind in the state of igno- 
rance, to make the earth the fixed place from which 
they may estimate the various “motions they perceive. 
-The custom of doing this from infancy, and of using 
constantly a language vhich supposes the earth tb be 
at rest, may perhaps be the cause of the general pre- 
judice in favour of this'opinion. 



OF THE FALLACY OF THE SENSES. 31? 

Thus it appears, that if we distinguish accurately 
betweea what our senses really and naturally testify, 
and the conclusions tvhich we draw fVom their testi- 
mony, by reasoning, we shall find many of the errors, 
dalled fallacies of the senses, to be nd fallacy of the 
■senses, but rash judgments, which are not to be imput- 
ed to oiir senses. 

Sevondltf, Another class of errors imputed to the fal- 
kcy of the senses, are those which we are liable to in 
our acquired perceptions. Acquired perception is not 
properly the testimony of those senses which God 
hath given us, but a conclusion drawn from what 
the senses testify. In our past experience, we have 
found certain things conjoined with what our senses 
testify. 'We are led by our constitution to expect 
this conjunction in time. to come; and when we 
have often found it in our experience to happen, wc 
acquire a firm belief, that the things which we have 
found thus conjoined are connected in nature, and that 
one is a sign of the other. The appearance oi the 
sign immediately produces the belief of its usual atten- 
dant, and we think we perceive the one as well as the • 

other. / ; 

That such conclusions are formed even in infancy, 
no man can doubt ; nor is it less certain that they are 
confounded with the natural and immediate pcrcep- 
tions of sense, and iq aU languages are called by the 
same name. We are therefore authorised by language 
.16 call them perception, and must often do so, or speak 
♦unintelligibly. But philosophy teaches us in thi^, as 
in many other insUbces, to distinguish things which 
the vulgar confound. I have therefore given the name 
of acquired perception to such conalpsions, to distin- 
• goish them from what is naturaUy, originally, and im- 
mediately testified by OUF senses. Whether this ac- 
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quired perception is to be resolved into some process 
•of reasoning, of which we have lost the remensbrance, 
as some philosophers think, or whether it results from 
some part of our constitution distinct from reason, as I 
rather believe, does notcosncern the present subject.-»- 
If the fir^^t of these opinions be true, the errors of ac- 
quired perception will fall under the first class before 
mentioned. If not, it makes a distinct class by itself. 
But whether the one or. the other- be true, it must be 
observed, that the errors of acquired perception are not 
properly fallacies of our senses. 

Thus when .a globe is set before me, I perceive by 
my eyes that it has three dimensions and a spherical 
figure. To say tfiat-this is not perception, would be 
to reject the authority, of custom in the use of words, 
which no wise man will do :.But that it is not the testi- 
mony of my sense of seeing, every philosopher knows. 
I see only a circular form, having the light and colour 
distributed in a certain way over jt. But being accus- 
tomed to observe this distribution of light and colour 
only in a spherical body, ,I immediately, from what I 
see, believe the object to be spherical, and say that I 
see or perceive it to be spherical. When a painter, 
.by.an.cxact. imitation of that distribution of light and 
colour, which I have been, accustomed to see only in a 
jeal sphere, deceives me, so as to make me take that 
to be a real sphere, which is only a painted one, the 
testimony of my eye is true ; .the colour and visible 
figure of the object is truly what I see it to be ; The 
error lies in the conclusion drawn from v;hat I see, to 
^vit, that the object has three dimensions and a sphe- 
rical figure. The conclusion is false in this case ; but 
■whatever be the origin of this conclusion, it is not pro- 
.perly the testimony of sense. 

To this class we must refer the judgments we ate 
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apt to form of the distance and magnitude of the hea- 
venly bodies, and of terrestrial objects seen on highi — 
The mistakes we make of the magnitude and distance 
Vof objects' seen through optical glasses, or through an 
•atmosphere uncommonly clear, or uncommonly foggy, 
.belong likewise to this class. 

The errors we are led into in acquired perception 
are very tarely hurtful to us in the conduct of life ; 
they are gradually corrected . by a more enlarged ex- 
perience, and a more perfect knowledge of the laws of 
nature ; And the general lawA of our constitution, by 
which we are sometimes led into them, are of the great- 
est utility. 

We come iiUo the world ignorant of every thing, 
and by our ignorance exposed to many dangers and to 
many mistakes. The regular train of causes and 
effects, which Divine Wisdom has established, and 
which directs every step of our conduct in advanced 
life, is unknown, until it is gradually discovered by 
experience. 

We must learn much from experience before we 
can reason, and therefore must be liable to many er- 
rors. Indeed, I apprehend, that, in the first pai t ot 
life, reason would do us much more hurt than good. 
Were we sensible of our condition in that period, and 
eapable of reflecting upon it, we should be like a man 
in the dark, surrounded with dangers, where every 
step be takes may be into a pit. Reason would di- 
rect him to sit down, and wait till he could see about 

^ In like manner, if we suppose an infant endowed 
with reason, it wouli direct him to do nodung, till he 
knew*what could* be done with safety. Ihib e can 
only know by experiment, and experiments are dan- 
gerous. Reason directs, that experiments that are 
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full of danger should not be made without a very 
urgent cause. It would therefore make the infant 
unhappy, and hinder his improvement by experience. ‘ 

Nature has followed another plan. The child, un-./ 
apprehensive of danger, is led by instinct to exert tdl- 
his active powers, to try every thing without the cau-, . 
tiuus admonitions of reason, and to believe every thing ■ 
that is told him. Sometimes he suffers by his rashness 
what reason would have prevented : But his sufl'ering 
proves a salutary, discipline, and makes him tor the 
future avoid the cause oi it. Sometimes he is impos- 
ed upon by his credulity ; but it is of infinite benefit 
to him upon llie whole. His activity and credulity 
are more useful qualities, and better instructors than 
reason would be ; they teach him more in a day than 
reason would do in a year j they furnish a slock of 
materials for reason to work upon ; they make hina 
easy and happy in a period of his existence, When rea- 
son could only serve to suggest a thousand tormenting 
anxieties and fears ; And he acts agreeably to the con- 
stitution and intention of nature, even when he does 
and believes what reason would not justify. So that 
the wisdom and gpodness of the Author of Nature is 
no less conspicuous in with-holding the exercise of our 
reason in this period, than in bestowing it when we are 
ripe for it. 

A ///irf/ class ,of errors, ascribed to the fallacy of 
the senses, proceeds from ignorance of the laws of na- 
tui'e. 

The laws of nature (I mean not moral, but physical 
laws,) are Icai ued, either from our own experience, or 
the experience of others, who have had occasion to 
observe the course of nature. 

Ignorance of those laws, or inattention to them, is 
apt to occasion false judgments with regard to the obt. 
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jects of sense, especially those of hearing and of sight ; 
which false judgments are often, without good reason, 
‘called fallacies of sense. 

Sounds affect the ear differently, according as the 
sounding body is before or behind us, on the right 
hand or on the left, near or at a great distance. We 
learn, by the manner in which the sound affects the 
car, on what hand we are to look for the sounding 
body; and in most cases we judge right. But we 
are sometimes deceived by echos, or by whispering 
gailaries, or speaking trumpets, which return the sound, 
ijr alter its direction, or convey it to a distance vvithout 
diminution. 

The deception is still greater, because ^ more un- 
common, which is said to be produced by gastriloquists, 
that is, persons who have acquired the art of modify*- 
ing their voice, so that it shall affect the ear of the 
hearers, as if it came from another person, or from the 
-clouds, or from under the earth. 

I never had the foiTnne to be acquainted with any 
of these artists, and therefore cannot say to what de- 
gree of perfection the art may have been earned. 

I apprehend it to be only such an imperfect imita- 
tion as may dcjceive those w^ho are inattentive, or un- 
der a panic. For if it could be carried to perfection, 
a gastiiloquist would be as dangerous a man in society 
as was the shepherd Giges, who, by turning a ring 
upon his finger, could make himself invisible, and by 
that means, from being the king’s shepherd, became 
king of Lydia. 

If the gastriloquists have all been too good men to 
use their talents to the detriment of others, it might at 
least* bo expected that some of them should apply it 
to their own advantage. If it could be brought to 
any considerable degree of perfection, it seems to be 

V^L. I. s s 
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as proper an engine for drawing money by the ex- 
hibition of it, as legerdemain or rope-dancing. But 
I have never heard of any exhibition of, tliis kind, , 
and therefore am apt to think, that it is too coarse 
an imitation to bear exhibition even to the vulgai\ ; 

Some arc said to have the art of imitating the voice 
nf another so exactly, that in the dark they might be 
taken for the person whose voice they imitate. I am 
apt to think, that this art also, in the relations made 
of it, is magnified beyond the truth, as wonderful 
relations are apt to be, and that an attentive ear 
would be able to distinguish the copy frbT»4he ori- 
ginal. 

It is indeed a wonderful instance of the accuracy, 
as w ell as of the truth of our senses, in things that are 
of real use in life, that we are able to distinguish all 
our acquaintance by their countenance, by their voice, 
and by their hand-writing, when at the same time we 
are often uraWe to say by what minute difference the 
distinction is > made ; and that we are so very rarely 
deceived in matters of this kind, when we give proper 
attention to the informations of sense. 

However, if any case should happen, in which 
sounds produced by dil^rent causes are not distin- 
guishable by the car, this may prove that our senses 
are imperfect, but not that they are fallacious. The 
,ear may not be able to draw the just conclusion, but 
it is only our ignorance of tbe laws of sound that leads 
us to a wrong conclusion. 

Deceptions of sight, arising from ignorance of ibfe 
laws of nature, are more numerous, and more re- 
markable than those of hearing. 

The rays of light, winch are the means of seeing, 
pass in right lines from the object to the eye, when 
^hey mec^ with no obstruction ; and we are by nature 
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led to conceive the visible object to be in the direc- 
tion of the rays that come to the eye. But the rays 
' may be reflected, refracted, or inflicted in their pas- 
sage from the object to the eye, according to certain 
•Iked law^ of nature ; by which means their direction 
. may be changed, and consequently the apparent place, 

• figure, or magnitude of the object. 

Thus a child seeing himself in a mirror, thinks he 
sees another child behind the mirror, that imitates all 
his motions. But evert a child soon gets the better 
of this deception, and knows that he sees himselt 

only. 

All the deceptions made by telescopes, microscopes, 
cameria obscuras, magic lanthorns, are of the same 
kind, though not so familiar to the vulgar. The ig- 
norant may Ife deceived by them ; but to those wlio 
are acquainted with the principles of optics, they give 
just and true information ; and the laws of nature by 
which they are produced, are of infinite benefit to 


mankind. 

There remains another class of errors, commonly 
called deceptions of sense, and the only one, as 1 ap- 
prehend, to which that name can be given . with 
propriety: I mean such as proceed from some dis- 
order or preternatural state, either of the external or- 
gan, or of the nerves and brain, which are internal or- 
gans of perception. • 

In a deUrium, or in madness, perception, memory, 
imagination, and our reasoning powers, are stiangely 
Wdetri and confounded. There are hkewne ^ - 
orders which affect some of our senses, while ones 
are sound. Thus, a ’man may feel pain 
after the leg is U off. He may feel a little h^ 
double, hy crossing his fingers He may ^ ^ ob- 
iect double, by not directing both eyes properly u tt. 



ESSAY II. 




[chap. 92 . 


By pressing the ball of his eye, he may see colours 
that are not real. By the jaundice in his eyes, he 
may mistake colours. These are more properly ’ 
deceptions of sense than any of the classes before 
mentioned. • •/ 

We must acknowledge it to be the lot of human 
nature, that all the human faculties are liable, by ae-» 
cidental causes, to be hurt, and unfitted for their na- 
tural functions, either wholly or in part : But as this 
imperfection is common to them all, it gives no just 
ground for accounting any one of them fallacious 
more than another. 

Upon the whole, it seems to have been a common 
error of philosophers, to account the senses, falla- 
cious. And to this error they have added another, 
that' one iise of reason is to detect thft fallacies of 
sense. 

It appears, I think, from what has been said, that 
there is no more reason to account our senses falla- 
cious, than our reason, our memory, or any other fa- 
culty of judging which nature hath given us. They 
are all limited and imperfect ; but wisely suited to the 
present condition of man. We are liable to error and' 
wrong judgment in the use of them all ; but as little 
in the informations of sense as in the deductions of 
reasoning. And the errors we fall into with regard 
to objects of sense are not corrected by reason, but by 
more accurate attention to the informations we may 
receive by our senses themselves. 

Perhaps the pride of philosophers may have givep 
occasion to this error. Reason "is the faculty wherein 
they assume a superiority to the unlearned. The in- 
fpiTOations of sense are common t6 the philosopher 
and to the most illiterate : They put all men upon a 
level, and therefore are apt to be undervalued. We/ 
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must, however, be beholden to the informations of 
sense for the greatest and most interesting part of our 
1 knowledge. The wisdom of nature has nfcde the 
most useful things most common, and they ought not 
.to be dtspised on that account. Nature likewise 
forces OUT belief in those informations, and all the 
■ attempts oV philosophy to weaken it are fruitless and 
vain. ' 

I add only one observation to what has been said 
upon this subject. It is, that there seems to be a con- 
tradiction between what philosophers teach concern- 
ing ideas, and their doctrine of the fallaciousness of 
the senses. We are taught that the office of the 
senses is only to give us the ideas of external objects. 
If this be so, there can be no fallacy in the senses. 
Ideas can neither be true nor false. If the senses tes- 
tify nothing, they cannot give false testimony. If 
they are not judging faculties, no judgment can be 
imputed to them, whether false or true. There is, 
therefore, a contradiction between the common doctrine 
concerning ideas, and that of the fallaciousness of the 
senses. Both may be false, as I believe tlicy are, but 
both cannot be true. 
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CHAP. 1. 

Things Obvious and Certain with regard to Memorg. 

N the gradual progress of man, from infancy to ma- 
turity, there is a cerjg,iij.i9id£t in which his faculties 
re “unfolded, and this seems to be the best order we 

an follow in l^eating^ them. 

The external senses appear first ( memory soon fol- 
)ws, which we are now to consider.^ 

It is by memory that we have an immediate know- 
id^ of things past : The sense s give us inforinadon 
f things only_^as they exi^t in the ^resl^nt motnent ; 
ndlliirmformatiorC if it were not preserved by me- 
[jory, would vanish jn§tantlyj and leave us as- ignorant 
« if it had never beem 

Memory must have an object. Every man who 
emembers must remember something, and that 
vhich he remembers is called the fobject of his re- 
nembrance. In this, memory agrees with percepnon, 
)ut differs fcottLsensatiDn', which has no object but the 
eeling itself. 

Every man can distinguish the thing remembered 
rom the remembrance of it. We may remember 
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any dung which we have seen, or heard, or known, 
or done, 0EB.uflered ; but the remembrance of it is a 
patUCillgir. mind which now exists, and of 

which we are conscious. To confound, these two is an 
absurdity, which a thinking man could not be led into, 
but by some false hypothesis which hinders him from 
reflecting^ upon the thing which he would explain 
by it. i 

In memory we do not find such a train of opera- 
tions connected by our constitution as in peixeplion. 
When w'e perceive a})_object by our senses, there is, 
first, some imp^cussioii made by the object upon the 
organ of .sense, either immediately or by means of 
some medium. By this an impression is made upon 
the' hervqs and brain, in consequence of which we 
feel some -sensation j and that sensation is attended by 
that conception and belief of the external object 
Which we caU perception. These operations are so 
connected m our constitution, that it is difficult to 
disjoin them in our conceptions, and to attend to each 
without confounding it with the others. But in the 
operations of memory we arc free from, this embarr^s- 
m.enL;.they are easily distinguished from all other 
acts of the mind, and the names which denote them 


are free frbI^i all ambiguity. 

The object of memory, or thing remembered, must 
'ibe something that isji^t ; as the object of perception 
and' of "consciousness must be sgipethingjyluch is pre- 
sent • What now is, cannot be an object of memory ; 
•fn-either can that which is past and gone be an object 


of perception or of consciousness. i_ u r r r- 

Memory is always accompanied with the belief of 

that which we r^member.-as perception IS accompanied 

with the belief of that which we pcrceivd, and con- 
sclousnes's with the belief of that whereof we are cop- 
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scious. Perhaps in infancy, or in a disorder of mind, 
things remembered may be confounded with those 
which are merely imagined ; but in mature years, 
and in a sound state of n^ind, every man feels that he 
must believe what he distinctly remembers, though 
he can give no other reason of his belief, but that he 
remembers the thing distinctly ; whereas, when he 
merely imagines a thing ever so distinctly, he has no 
belief of it upon that account. 

This belief, which we have from distinct memory, 
we account real knowledge, no less certain than if it 
was grounded on demonstration ; no man in his 'wits 
calls it in question, or will hear any argument against 
it. The testimony of witnesses in causes of life and 
death depends upon it, and all the knowledge of man- 
kind of past events is built on this foundation. 

There are cases in which a man’s memory is less 
distinct and determinate, and where he is ready to 
allow that it may have failed him ; but this does 
not in the least weaken its credit, when it is perfectly 
distinct. 

Memory implies a conception and belief of past 
duration ; for it is impossible that a man should re- 
member a thing •distinctly, without believing some 
interval of duration, moie or less, to "have passed 
between the time it happened, and the present mo- 
ment ; and I think it is impossible to shew how wc 
could acquire a notion of duration if we had no me- 
mpry. 

Things remembered must be things formerly per- 
ceived or known. 1 remember the transit of Venus 
over the sun in the year 1769. I must therefore have 
perceived it at the time it happened, otherwise I could 
not now remember it. Our first acquaintance with 
any object of thought cannot be by remembifince. 
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Memory can only produce a continuance or renewal 
of a forrner acquaintance with the thing remembered. 

The remembrance of a past event is necessarily ac- 
companied with the conviction of our own existence 
at' the thhe the event happened. I cannot remem- 
ber a thing, that happened a year ago, without a con- 
viction as sirong as memory can give, that I, the same 
identical person who now remember that event, did 
then exist. 

What 1 have hitherto said concerning memory, 1 
consider as principles which appear obvious and cer- 
tain to every mah who will take the pains to reflect 
upon the operations of his own mind. They are facts 
of which every man must judge by what he feels ; 
and they admit of no other proof but an appeal to 
eyery man’s own reflection. I shall theretore take 
them for granted in what follows, and shall first draw 
some conclusions from them, and then examine the 
theories of philosophers concerning memory, and con- 
cerning duration, and our personal identity, of which 
vve acquire the knowledge by memory. 

CHAP. II. 

Memory cm Original Faculty. 

“PIRST, I think it appears that memory is a(n original 
faculty given us* by the Author of our being, of 
which we can give no account, but that we ate so made. 

The knowledge which I have of things past, by my 
^ijxemory, seems to me as unaccountable as an imme- 
diate knowledge woulfl be of things to come , and I 
can give no reason why I should have the one and 
not the other, but ‘that such is the will of my Maker, 
i^findinmy mind a distinct conception, and a firm 
beliet of a series of past events ; but how this is pro- 

T T 
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duced I kno^v not. I call it memory, but this is only 
giving a name to it ; it is not an account of its cause. 

I believe most firmly what I distinctly remember 5 
but I can give no reason of this belief. It is the in- 
spiration of the Almighty that gives me this under- 
standing. / 

When I believe the truth of a mathematical axiom, 
or of a mathematical proposition, I see that it must 
be so : Every man who has the same conception of 
it sees the same. There is a necessary and an evi- 
dent connection between the subject and the predicate 
of the proppsition ; and I have all the evidence to sup- 
port my belief which I can possibly conceive. 

When I believe that I washed my hands and face 
this morning, there appears no necessity in the truth 
of this proposition. It might be, or it might not be. 
A man may distinctly conceive it without believing 
it at all. How then do I come to believe it ? I re- 
member it distinctly. This is all I can say. This 
remembrance is an act of my mind. It is impossible 
that this act should be, if the event had not happened. 

I confess I do not see any necessary connection be- 
tween the one and the other. If any man can shew 
such a necessary connection, then I think that belief 
which w^e have of what we remember will be fairly 
accounted for ; but if this cannot be done, that belief 
is unaccountable, and we can say no more but that it 
is the result of our constitution* 

Perhaps it may be said, that the experience we have 
had of the fidelity of memory is a good reason for 
relying upon its testimony. I deny not that this may ^ 
be a reason to those who have had this exj^erience, 
and who reflect upon it. But I believe there are few 
who ever thought of this reason, or who found any 
need of it. It must be some very rare occasion that 
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leads a man to have recourse to it ; and in those who 
have done so, the testimony of memory was believed 
before the experience of its fidelity, and that belief 
could not be caused by the experience which came 
after it. * 

We kribw some abstract truths, by comparing the 
terms of the*-^»position which expresses them, and 
perceiving some necessary relation or agreement be- 
tween them. It is thus I know that two and three 
make five ; that the diameters of a circle are all e- 
qiial. Mr Locke having discovered this source of 
knowledge, too rashly concluded tliat all human 
knowledge might be derived from it ; and in this he 
has been followed very generally ; by Mr Hume in 
particular. 

. But I apprehend, that our knowledge of the exis- 
tence of things contingent can never be traced to this 
source. I know that such a thing exists, or did exist. 
This knowledge cannot be derived from the percep- 
tion of a necessary agreement between existence and 
the thing that exists, because there is no such neces- 
sary agreement j and therefore no such agreement 
can be perceived either immediately, or by a chain oL 
reasoning. The thing does not exist necessanly, but 
by the will and power of him that made it ; and there 
is no contradiction follows from supposing it not to exist. 

Whence I think it follows, that our knowledge of 
the existence of our own thoughts, of the existence 
of all the material objects about us, and of all past 
contingencies, must be derived, not from a Freeptmn 
of necessary relations. dr agreements, but irom some 

Other source. . / r • • 

Ou» Mafcer has-provided other means for giving us 

^he' knowledge of these things means wide per ccl 
(y answer their epd, and produce the ellect intemkd 

9 
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by them. But in wh.xt manner they do this, is, I fear, 
beyond our skill to explain. We know our own 
thoughts, and the operations of our minds, hy a power ^ 
which we call consciousness : But this is only giving a 
name to this part of our frame. It does not explain its ■ 
fabric, nor how it produces in us an irresistible con- 
viction of its informations. We percci'Vt' material ob- 
jects and their sensible qualities by our senses ; but 
how they give us this information, and how they pro- 
duce our belief in it, we know not. We know many 
past events by memory ; but how it gives this informa- 
tion, I believe, is inexplicable. 

It is well known what subtile disputes were held 
through all the scholastic ages, and are still carried on 
about the prescience of the Deity. ARisrortE had 
taught, that there can be no certain foreknowledge of 
things contingent ; and in this he has been very gene- 
rally followed, upon no other grounds, as I apprehend, 
but that we cannot conceive how such things should 
be foreknown, and therefore conclude it to be impos- 
sible. Hence has arisen an opposition and supposed 
inconsistency between Divine prescience and human li- 
berty. Some have given up the first in favour of the 
last, and others have given up the- last in order to sup- 
port thfe first. 

It is remarkable, that these disputants have never ap- 
prehended that there is any difficulty in reconciling 
with liberty the knowledge of what is past, but only of 
what IS future. It is prescience only, and not memory, 
that is supposed to be hostile to liberty, and hardly re^ 
concileable to it. 

Yet I believe the difficulty is perfectly equal in the 
one case and in the other.\ I admit, that we cannot 
account for prescience of the actions of a free agent^. - 
But I maintain, that we can as little account for 
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ijiemory of the past actions of a free agent. If any 
man thinks he can prove that the actions of a free 
agent cannot be foreknown, he will find the same 
arguments of equal force to prove that the past actions 
of a freo agent cannot be remembered. It is true, that 
what is past did certainly exist. It is no less true, that 
what is futiuejajll certainly exist. I know no reason- 
ing from the constitution of the agent, or from his cir- 
cumstances, that has not equal strength, whether it be 
applied to his past or to Ins future actions. The past 
was, but now is not. The future will be, but now is 
not. The present is equally connected, or unconnect- 



ed with both. 

The only reason why men have apprehended so 
great disparity in cases so perfectly like, I take to be 
this. That the faculty of memory in ourselves con- 
vinces us from fact, that it is not impossible that an 
intelligent being, even a finite being, should have 
certain knowledge ot past actions of free agents, with- 
out tracing them from any t^ing necessarily connected 
with them. But having no prescience in ofirsehes cor- 
responding to our memory of what is past, wc Iuh 
great difficulty in admitting it to be possible even m 


the Supreme Being* 

A facqlt/ which we possess in some degree, wc ea- 
sily admit that the Supreme Being may possess in a 
more perfect degree ; but a fiiculty, which has nothing 
corresponding to it in our constitution, we will hard y 
allow to be possible. We are so constituted as to have 
air intuitive knowledge of many things past, ' 
have no intuitive knowledge of the future. We might 

perhaps have been ’so constituted as to have an mu i 

live ]tnowledge of the future, but not o t e p' ’ 
would this coititution have been -re unaccounuffi. 
^han the present, though it might e mu 



334 


ESSAY III. 


[CHAP^ 3. . 

convenient. Had this been our constitution, we should 
have found no difficulty in admitting that the Deity 
may know all things future, but very much in admit- 
ting his knowledge of things that are past. 

Our original faculties are all unaccountable. Of ■ 
these memory is one. He only who made them, 
comprehends fully how they are madeyiasd how they 
produce in us, not only a conception, but a firm belief 
and assurance of things which it concerrys us to know. 

CHAP. Ill, 

Of Duration. 

ITROM the principles laid down in the first chapter of 
this Essay, I think it appears, that our notions of ' 
duration, as well as our belief of it, is got by the fa-, 
culty of memory. It is essential to every thing re- 
membered that it be something which is past ; and we 
cannot conceive a thing to be past, without conceiving 
some duration, more or less, between it and the pre- 
sent. As soon, therefore, as we remember any thing, 
we must have both a notion and a belief of duration. 
It is necessarily suggested by every operation of our 
memory ; and to that faculty it ought to be ascribed. 
This is therefore a proper place to consider what is 
known concerning it. 

Duration, extension, and number, are the measures 
of all things subject to mensuration. When we apply 
them to finite things which are measured by them,, 
they seem of all things to be the most distinctly conceiv- 
ed, and most within the reach of human understanding. 

Extension having three dimensions, has an endless 
variety of modifications, capable of being accurately 
defined ; and their various relations furnish the human 
mind with its most ample field of demonstrative rea- 
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soning. Duration having only one dimension, has 
fewer modifications ; but these are clearly understood ; 
and theit relations admit of measure, proportion, and 
demonstrative reasoning. 

Nuiriber is called discrete quantity, bacausc it is 
compounded of units, which are all equal and similar, 
and it can OTly“be divided into units. This is true, in 
sonie sense, even of fractions of unity, to which w^e 
now commonly give the name of number. For in 
every fractional number the unit is supposed to be 
subdivided into a certain number of equal parts, which 
are the units of that denomination, and the fractions 
of that denomination are only divisible into units ot 
the same denomination. Duration and extension are 
not discrete, but continued quantity. They consist of 
parts perfectly similar, but divisible without end. 

In order to aid our conception of the magnitude and 
proportions of the various intervals of duration, we find 
it necessary to give a name to some known portion oi 
it, such as an hour, a day, a year. These we consider 
as units, and by the number of them contained in a 
larger interval, we form a distinct conception of its 
magnitude. A similar expedient w'e find necessaiy to 
give us a distinct conception of the magnitudes and 
proportions^ of things extended. Thus, number is 
found necessary, as a common measure of extension 
and duration. But this perhaps is owing to the weak- 
ness of our understanding. It has even been discover- 
ed, .by the sagacity of Mathematicians, that this expe- 
dient does not in all cases answer its intention, for 
there are proportions of continued qi’antity, which 
cannot be perfectly expressed by numbers ; such as 
that, between the diagonal and side oi a square, and 

many others. r • i 

The parts of dutation have to other parts oi it the 
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relations of prior and! posterior, and to the present they 
have the relations of past and future. The notion of 
past is immediately suggested by memory, as has been 
before observed. And when we have got the notions 
of presept and past, and of. prior and posterior, we can 
from these frarpe a notion of the future ; for the future 
is that which is posterior to the pre«e«iff^ Nearness 
and distance are relations equally applicable to time 
and to place. Distance in time, and distance in place, 
are things so different in their nature, and so like in 
their relation, that it is difficult to determine whether 
the name of distance is applied to both in the same or 
an analogical sense. 

The extension of bodies which we perceive by our 
senses, leads us necessarily to the conception and be- 
lief of a space, which remains immoveable when the 
body is removed ; and the duration of events which we 
remember leads us necessarily to the conception and 
belief of a duration, which would have gone on uni 
formly, though the event had never happened. 

Without space there can be nothing that is extend 
ed. And without time there can be nothing that hath 
duration. This I think undeniable. And yet we find, 
that extension and duration are not more clear and in^ 
telligible than space and time are dark and difficult 
objects of contemplation. 

As there must be space wherever arty thing extend- 
ed does or can exist, and time when there is or can be 
any thing that has duration, we can set no bounds to 
either, even in our ifnagination. They defy all limi- 
tation. The one swells in our conception to immen- 
sity, the other to eternity. 

An eternity past is an object which we cannot com- 
prehend ; but a beginning of time, unless we take it in 
a figurative sense, is a contradiction. By a common 
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figure of speech, we give the name of tiriie to those 
motions and revolutions by which we measure it, such 
as days and years. We can conceive a beginning ot 
these sensible measures cf time, and say that there was 
a time wlten they were not, a tune undistinguished by 
any motion or change ; but to say that there was a 
time before'^Juae, is a contradiction. 

All limited duration is comprehended in time, and 
all limited extension in space. These, in their capa- 
cious womb, contain all finite existences, but are con- 
tained by none. Created things have their particular 
place in ?pace, and their particular place in tune ; but 
time is every where, and space at all times, fhes 
embrace each the other, and have that mysteiious ii. 
nion which the schoolmen conceived between soul 
and body. The whole of each is in every part of 
the other. 

We are at a loss to what category or class of things 
we ought to refer them. They are not beings, but ra- 
ther the receptacles of every created being, without 
which it could not have had the possibility ot exis - 
fence. . Philosophers have endeavoured to reduce ah 
the objects of human thought to these three classes, o 
substances, modes, and relations. To which of them 
ihall we refer'time, space, and nuinbe’-, the most com- 


mon objects of thought ? tn • u 

Sir Isaac Newton thought, that the Deity, by 
existing every where, and at all times, constitutes tune 
and space, immensity and eternity. This probably 
suggested to his great friend Dr Cdarxe what he calls 
the argument « /priori for the existence of any 
and eternal Eein^ 'Space and time, he though , t 
only abstract or partial conceptions of an 
and. eternity, which forces itself upon our belief. And 
'as immensity and eternity are not substances, the. 


vnL. J. 


U U 
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must be the attributes of a Being, who is necessarily 
immense and eternal. These are the speculations of 
men of superior genius. But whether they be as solid 
as they are sublime, or whether they be the wander- 
ings of imagination in a region beyond the limits oc < 
human understanding, I am unable to' determine. 

The schoolmen made eternity nunc stum, 

that is, a moment of time, that stands still. This was 
to pul a spoke into the wheel of time, and might give 
satisfaction to those who are to be satisfied by words 
without meaning. But I can as easily believe a circle 
to be a square as time to stand still. 

Such paradoxes and riddles, if I may so call them, 
men are involuntarily fed into when they reason about 
time and space, and attempt to comprehend their na- 
ture. They ate probably things of which the human 
faculties give an imperfect and an inadequate concep- 
tion. Hence difficulties arise which we in vain attempt 
to overcome, and doubts which we ate unable to le- 
solve. Perhaps some faculty which we possess not. 
is necessary to remove the darkness which hangs over 
them, and makes us so apt to bewilder ourselves when 
we reason about them. 

CHAP. iV. 

Of idcntiti], 

JHE conviction which every man has of his idehlity. 

as far back las his memory reaches, needs no aid 
of philosophy to strengthen it, and no philosophy can 
Weaken it, without first producing some degree of in- 
sanity. 

The philosopher, however, may- very proper, ly- con 
sider this conviction as a phaenomenon of human na 
tjire worthy of his attention. ' If he can discover it 
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cause, ap addition is made to his stock of knowledge ; 

not, it must be held as a part of our original consti- 
tution, or an effect of that constitution produced in a 
manner unknowp ,to us. 

. • We may observe, first of all, that this conviction is 
indispgijSjbly neces'-ary to all exercise ot reason. The 
operations >f r^on, whether in action or in specula- 
tion; are made up of successive parts. The antecedent 
are the foundation of the consequent, and without the 
conviction that tlie antecedent have been seen or done 
by me, I could have no reason to proceed to the con- 
sequent, in any speculation, or in any active project 
whatever. 

There can be no memory of what is past without 
the conviction that we existed at the lime remembered. 
There may be good arguments to convince me that 1 
existed before the earliest thing I can remember ; but 
to suppose that my memory reaches a moment tarther 
back than my belief and conviction ot my existence, is 


a contradiction. 

The moment a man loses this convicUon, as it he 
had drunk the water of Lethe, past things are done 


away ; and, in his own belief, he then begins to cxis . 
Whatever was thought, or said, or done, or sudered, 
before that “beriod, may belong to some other person ; 
but he can never impute it to himself, or take any 
subsequent step that supposes it to be his doing. 

From this it is evident, that we must have the con- 
viction of our own continued existencean ' 
so6n as we are capable of thinking or doing any thing, 
on account of what we have thought, or dole, or - 
fered before ; that i^, as soon as we are reasonable crea- 


•That we may form as distinct 
able of this phenomenon of the human mind, it is pro- 
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per to consider what -is meant by identity in general^ 
w'hat by bur own personal identity, and hbw we are; 
led into that jnvificible belief and conviction which 
every man has of his own personal identity, as far as 
his memory reaches. 

Identity in general, I take to be a relation ‘.between 
a thing which is known to exist at onetime, and a 
thing which is known to have existed at another time. 
If y6u ask whether they are one and the same, or two 
different things, every man of common sense under- 
stands the meaning of your question perfectly — 
Whence we may infer with certainty, that every 
man of common sense has a clear and distinct notion 
df identity. 

If you ask a definition of identity, I confess I can 
give none ; it is too simple a notion to admit of logi- 
cal definition : I can say it is a relation, but I cannot 
find words to express the specific difference between 
this and other relat ons, though I am in no danger of 
confounding it with any other. I can say that diver- 
sity is a contrary relation, and that similitude and dis- 
similitude ard another couple of contrary relations, 
which every man easily distinguishes in his conception 
from idenity and divefsitj?, 

1 see evidently that identity supposes an 'uninterrupt- 
ed coittinimnce of existence. That which hath ceased 
to exist, cannot he the same with that which afterwards 
begins to exist ; for this would be to suppose a being 
to exist after it ceased to exist, and to have had exist- 
ence before it-was produced, which are manifest con- 
tradictions. • Continued uninterrupted existence is 
therefore necessarily implied in identity. 

’ Hence we ‘may infer, that identity cannot, in its pro- 
per sense, be applied to our pains, our pleasures, oiu 
thoughts, ot any operation of our minds. The paii 
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;feit this day is not the same individual pain wtuch I 
felt yesterday, though they may be similiar m kiud and 
degree, and have the same cause. The same may 
be said of every feeling, and of every opeiaiion of 
.mind; 'i liey are all successive in their nature, Idte 
time Itself , no two momeiits of which can be the same 
moment, 

It is otherwise witli the parts of absolute space. — 


They always are, and were, and will be the same. So 
far, I think, we proceed upon clear ground in ti.\ing 
the notion ot identity in general. 

It is perhaps more difBcult to ascertain with preci- 
sion the meaning of personality ; but u is not neces- 
sary in the present subject : It is suflicientfor our pur- 
pose to observe, that all mankind place their persona- 
lity in something that cannot Ue divided, or consist 
parts. A part of a person is a mandest absurdity. 

When a man lo^es his estate, his health, his strength., 
he is still the same peison, and has lost nothing ot his 
personality. It he ha. a leg or an arm cut oti he u 
tire same person he was, before. The ampotaleJ mem- 
ber is no part oi' his person, otherwise ,t would have a 
right to a part ot his eslale, and be liable tor a pait of 
ho engagemenls: I. would be eniitled 
h,s merit ami dement, which is f 

person is.somethmg indivisible, and ,s wtat UiBNi.e 

“M;;Zniuden.it„ therefore. 

„„ed extsteoce of that W.vis.lde lh."g 

Whatever this self may DC, 

which thinks, and deliberates, 

and siulers. I am no. thouglu J ™ 
not teehng ; I arp sometlimg fpehnes change 

sutlers. My thoughts, and but a succes- 

every moment ; they have no 
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5 ive existence ; but that self or /, to which they be- 
long, is permanent, and has the same relation to all the 
succeeding thoughts, actions, and feelings, which I call 
mine. 

Such are the notions that I. have of my personal i- . 
dentity. But perhaps it may be said, this mav.all be 
fancy without reality. Jiow do you know; what evi- 
dence have you, that there ,is such a permanent self 
which has a claim to all the thoughts, actions, and 
feelings, which you call yours ? 

To this I answer, that the proper evidence I have of 
all this is remembrance. I remember that twenty 
years ago I conversed with such a peison ; I remember 
several things that passed in that conversation ; my 
memory testifies, not only that this was done, but that 
it was done by me who now remember it ; It it was 
done by me, I must have existed at that time, anif 
continued to exist from that time to the present : If 
the identical person whom I call myself, had not a part 
in that conversation, my memory is fallacious ; it gives 
a distinct and positive testimony of what is not tru-j. 
Every man in his senses believes what he distinctly re- 
members, and every thing he remembers convinces 
him that he existed at the time remembered. 

Although memory gives the most irresistible evi- 
dence of my being the identical person that did such 
a thing, at such a time, I may have other good evi- 
dence of things which befel me, and which 1 do not 
Temember,: I know who bare me, and suckled me, but 
I do not remember these events. 

It may here be observed, (though the observation 
•would have been unnecessary, if some great philoso- 
phers had not contradicted it,) that it is not ray re- 
membering any action of mine that makes me to .be 
tthe person who did iU This remembrance makes me 
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to know assuredly llial I did it ; but I might have done 
it, though I did not remember it. That relation to 
nic, which is expressed by saying that 1 did it, would 
be the same, though 1 had not the least remembrance 
of it. To say that my remembering that 1 did such a 
thing;., Jjr, as some choose to express it, niy being con- 
scious'wat'l did it, makes me to have done it, appears 
1.0 me as great an absurdity as it would be to say, that my 
belief that the world was created, made it to be created. 

When we pass judgment on the identity of other 
persons besides ourselves, we proceed upon other 
grounds, and determine from a variety of circum- 
stances, which sometimes produce the firmest assurance, 
and sometimes leave room for doubt. The identity ot 
persons has often furnished matter of serious litigation 
before tribunals of justice. But no man of a sound 
’ mind ever doubted of his own identity, as far as be 


distinctly remembered. , . . 

The identity of person is a perfect identity ; wlier- . 
ever it is real, it admits of no degrees ; and it is im- 
possible that a person should be in part the same, and 
in part different ; because a person is a monad, and. is • 

not divisible into parts. The evidence of identity n. 
other persons besides ourselves, does indeed admit ot 
all degrees, from what we account certainty, to the 
least degree of probability. But f!”' 

the same' peVio» 

so in part, or in some degree only. 

Fo, this cause, 1 have litsl coasiaered per.onal d - 
tfty. as that which is perfect tn tts k.nd, and the nati. 
tal measute of that which is imperfect 

We probably af 6rst derive oiir notion of identily 
fto^r nalpral conviclion which every man as 
from ih. dawn of reason ot his <>'™ 
tinned existence. The operations of onr minds 
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successive, and have no conUnued existence. But thtf 
thinking being has a continued existence, and we have 
an invincible belief, that it remains the sanie when all 
its thoughts and operations change. 

Our judgments of the identity of objects of. sense, 
seem to be formed much upon the same grounds as 
our judgments of tlie identity of other persoh.s besides 
ourselves. 

Wherever we observe great similarity, we arc apt to 
presume identity, if no reason appeals to the contrary. 
Two objects ever so like, when they are perceived at 
the same tmie, cannot be the same ; But if they arc 
presented to our senses at different times, we are apt 
to think them the same, merely from their suiiiiaiity. 

Whether this be a natural prejudice, or from what- 
ever cause it proceeds, it certainly appears in children 
from infancy ; and, when we grow up, it is confirmed 
in most instances by experience : For we rarely find' 
two" individuals of the same species that are not dis- 
tinguishable by obvious ditfereiices. 

A man challenges a thief whom he finds in posses- 
sion of his horse or bis watch, only on similarity. 
When the watchmaker swears that he sold this watch 
to such a person, his testimony is grounded on simila- 
rity.- The testimony of witnesses to tlioi identity of 
a person is cpinmonly grounded on no other evidence. 

Thus it appears, that the evidence we haye of our 
own identity, as far back as we remember, is totally 
of a different kind from the evidence we have of the 
identity of other persons, or of objects of sense. Tlie 
fust is grounded on memory,, and.gives undoubted cer- 
tainty. I'be last IS grounded on similarity, and on 
other circumstances, which in many cases are not .so 
decisive as to leave no room for doubt. 

It may likewise be observed, that the identity of 
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©■bjects of sense is never perfect. All bodies, as they 
Consist of innumerable jiarts that may be disjoined 
from them by a great variety of causes, are subject to 
tontinual changes of their substance, increasing, di • 
niinishiiig, changing insensibly. When such altera, 
tions ariirgradual, because language could not aflord a 
different name for every different state of such a 
changeable being, it retains the same name, and is coii- 
sidered as the same thing. Thus \vc say of an old rt* - 
giment, that it did such a thing a century ago, ihougl’ 
there now is not a man alive who then belonged to it. 
We say a tree is the same m the seed-bed and in thi* 
forest. A ship of war, which has successively changed 
her anchors, her tackle, her sails, her masts, her planks, 
and her timbers, while she keeps the same name, is the 


' The identity therefore which we ascribe to bodies, 
whether natural or artificial, is not perfect identity ; d 
is rather something which, for the conveniency oi' 
specHih, we call identity. It admits of a great change 
of the subject, providing the change be gradual, some ■ 
times even of a total change. And the changes which 
m common language arc made consistent with iden- 
tity, differ from those that are thought to destroy ii , 
not in kind' but m luiinoer and degree. It has no 
fixed nature when applied to bodies , an questions 
about ti,e Identity of a body are very often questions 
about words. But identity, when applied to persons 
lias no ambiguity, and admits not of degrees, or o 
more’ and less; It is the foundation of al rignts and 
obligations, and of alUccountablejiers ; and the notion 
, of It IS fixed and precise. 


voi.. T. 
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CHAP. V. 

Mr Locke’s Account of the Ongm of our Ideas^ and 
pui twularl^ of the Idea of Duration, 

was a very laudable attempt of Mr Lock^st^ to in- 
“ quire into the original of those ideas, notions, or 
“ whatever vou please to call them, which a man ob- 
“ serves, and is conscious to himself he has ifi his mind ; 

“ and the ways whereby the understanding comes to 
be furnished with them.” No man was better quar 
hfied for this investigation ; and I believe no man ever 
engaged in it with a more sincere love of truth. 

His success, though great, would, I apprehend, have 
been greater, if he had not too early formed a system, 
or hypothesis, upon this subject, without all the caution 
and patient induction, which is necessary in drawing 
general conclusions from facts. 

The sum of his doctrine I take to be this, “ That all 
our ideas or notions may be reduced to two classes, 
the simple and the complex: That the simple air 
purely the work of nature, the understanding being 
merely passive in receiving them : That they are all 
suggested by two powers of the mind, to wit, sensa- 
tion and reflection ; and that they are the materials oi 
all our knowledge. That the other ejass ot complex 
ideas are formed by the understanding itself, which 
being once stored with simple ideas of sensation and 
reflection, has the power to repeat, to compare, and .to 
combine them even to an almost infinite variety, and 
so can make at pleasure new complex idca^ : But that 
it is not in the power of the most exalted wit, or en- 
larged understanding, by any quickness or variety ot 
thought, to invent or frame . one new simple idea ii- 
the mind, not taken in by llic two ways belore men- 
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iioned. That as our power over the material vvorhl 
reaches only to the compounding, dividing, and put- 
ting together, in various forms, the matter which God 
has made, but reaches not to the production or anniliu 
latiou of a single atom ; so \vc may compound, com- 
pare, ‘ft>>d\abstract the original and ^ouple ido.i^ 
nature has given us ; but are unable to lasliiou in om 
understanding any simple idea, n >1 received in by our 
senses from external objects, or by retloction liom ilie 
Operations pf our own mind about them” 

This account of the oiigin ot all our ideas is adopt- 
ed by Bishop Berkeley and Mr Hcmc; but some 
very ingenious philosophers, who have a high esteem 
of Locked Essay, arc dissatisiied with it. 

Dr Hutchinson of Glasgow, in his Earjuiry into llic 
Weas of Beauty and Virtue, has endeavoured to shew, 
that these are original and simple ideas, tunnshed by 
original powers, which he calls the sense ot beauty and 
the moral sense. 

Dr Price, in his Review of the Piinciplc Qucslioir. 
and Difficulties in Morals, has observed very justly, 
that if we take the woxA^sensnt 'ion and i(jle(.tii>n, as ^ i 
Locke has defined them in the beginning cl his e.\- 
cellent Essay, it will be impossible to derive some ot 
the most important of our ideas fiom them , an t la , 
by the understanding, that is, by our judging and rea- 
soning power, we are furnished with many simp e am 


original notions. i • u ... 

Mr Locke says, that by reflection he wouU e i - 
derstood to mean, “ the notice which the mmd take 
» df its own operations, and lhe;panner ot them. - 
This, 1 think, we .commonly call consciousness , l o.i 
which, indeed. derive all the notions we havc > 
the operations of our own minds ; and it o en . p ^ 

' 'I 
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of the operations of our own minds, as the only objects 
pf reflection. 

When reflection is taken in this confined sense, to 
say, that all our ideas are ideas either of sensation or 
reflection, is to say, that every thing we can conceive 
is either some object of sense, or some operatitTft of our 
own minds, which is far from being true. 

But the word reflection is commonly used in a much 
;more extensive sense ; it is applied to many operations 
of the mind, with more propriety than to that of con- 
sciousness. We reflect, when we remember, or call 
to mind what is past, and survey it with attention. We 
reflect, when we define, when we distinguish, when 
we judge, when we reason, whether about things ma- 
terial or intellectual. 

When reflection is taken in this sense, which is more 
common, and therefore more proper than the sense 
which Mr Locke has put upon it, it may be justly said 
to be the only source of all our distinct and accurate 
notions of things. For, although our first notions of 
material things are got by the external senses, and our 
first notions of the operations of our own minds by con- 
sciousness, these first notlonsareneithersimplenor clear. 
Our senses and our consciousness are continually shift- 
ing fiom one object to another ; their operations are 
transient and momentary, and leave no distinct notion 
of their objects, until they are recalled by memory, exa- 
mined with attention, and compared with other things. 

This reflection is not one power of the mind ; it 
cfomprehends many ; such as recollection, attention, 
disthigiiishing, comparing, judging. By these powers 
our minds are furnished, not only .with many simple 
and original nofions, but with all our notions which 
areaccu'tate and well defined, and which alone are the 
proper materials of reasoning, ‘ Many of these, are neU 
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ther notions of the objects of sense, nor of the opertv- 
tions of our own minds, and therefore neither ideas of 
sensation, nor of veflection, in th sense tha Mr Locke 
gives to reflection. But if any one chooses to call them 
ideas of reflection, taking the word in the more common 
and proper sense, I have no objection. 

Mr Locke seems to me to have used the word reflec- 
tion sometimes in that limited sense which he has 
given to it in the definition before mentioned, and 
sometimes to have fallen unawares into the common 
sense of the word ; and by this ambiguity his ac- 
count of the origin of our ideas is darkened and per- 
plexed. 

Having premised these things in general of Mr 
Locke’s theory of the origin of our ideas or notions, 1 
.proceed to some observations on his account of the idea 


of duration. 

“ Reflection, he says, upon the train of ideas, which 
appear one after another in our minds, is that which 
“ furnishes us with the idea of succession ; and the 
“ distance between any two parts ol that succession, 
“ is that we call duration.” 


If it be meant that the idea of succession is prior to 
that of duration, either in time, or in the order of na- 
ture, this, 1 think, is impossible, because succession, as 
Dr Priqe justly observes, presupposes duration, and 
can in -nC sense Se prior to it ; and therefore it aorrW 
be more proper to derive the idea of snceesMon l.om 

that of duration. .. 

But how do we get the idea of succession? It is, says 
■ He, by reflecting upon the train^oLuie^v^h appear 
one after another in our minds. 

^ Reflecting upon the train of ideas can be nothing 
tat remember., g it, 'and giving attention to what our 
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memory testifies concerning it ; for if wc did not re- 
member it, we could not have a thought about it. — - 
So that it is evident, that this reflection includes re- 
membrance, without which there could be no reflec- 
tion on what is pa^t, and consequently no idea of suc- 
cession. 

It may here be observed, that if wje speak strictly an(| 
philosophically, no kind of succession can be an ob- 
ject, either of the senses, or of consciousness ; because 
the operations ot both are confined to th6 pi:esent 
point of time, and there can be no succession in a 
point of time; and on that account the motion, of a 
body, which is a successive change of place, could not 
be observed by the senses alone without the aid of 
memory. 

As this observation seems to contradict the common, 
sense and common language of mankind, when they 
affirm that they see a body move, and hold motion to 
be an object of the senses, it is proper to take notice, 
that this contradiction between the philosopher and 
the vulgar is apparent only, and not real. It arises 
from this, that philosophers and the vulgar differ in 
the meaning they put upon what is called the present 
time, and are thereby led to make a diflerent limit be- 
tween sense ai’id memory. 

Philosophers give the name of the present tif that in- 
divisible point of time, which divides the future from 
the past : But the vulgar find it more convenient in 
the affairs of life, to give the name of present to a por- . 
tion of time, which extends more or less, according to 
circumstMceSjintoJbjs^past or the future. Hence wesay, • 
the present hour, the present year, the present century, 
though one point only of these periods can be present 
in the philosophical sense. 

It has been observed by gramraaria is, that the tore- 
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sent tense in verbs is not con&ned to an indivisible 
point of time, but it is so far extended as to have a be- 
ginning; a middle, and an end ; and that in the most 
copious and accurate languages, these different parts of 
the pr«ent are distinguished by different forms of the 
verb- 

As the purposes of conversation make it conveni- 
enfto extend what is called the present, the same rea- 
son leads men to extend the province of sense, and to 
carry its limit as far back as they carry the present.— 
Thus a man may say, I saw such a person just now ; 
it would be ridiculous to fmd fault with this way of 
speaking, because it is authorised by custom, and has 
a distinct meaning; But it we speak plnlosoplncally, 
the senses do not testify what we saw, but only what 
we see ; what I saw last moment 1 consider as the tes- 
timony of sense, though it is now only the testimony 


oi memory. _ c- i • i 

There is no necessity in common Ide of dividing 

•accurately the provinces of sense and ot memoi v ; 
and therefore we assign to sense, not an iiidivisio e 
point of time, but that small portion of time which we 
call the present, whi.h has a beginning, a miudie, and 


Hence ft is easy to see, that though m common lan- 
o-uage we speak with perfect propriety and trutigwhcii 
.lilhrc-sce a body n,ove and d,a. .no .on n 
an obi/ct of aonso, yot whan as philosopbrn wo d, 

|,„,sh accurately the prov.nce ot seme ' 

Aomcnl ago, tl.a.lwe 

"s-hSr.:,-; " . 
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place : The first can then only give us a conception of 
motion, when joined to the last. 

Having considered the account given by Mr Locicr:, 
of the idea of succession, wc shall next consider how, 
from the idea of succession, he derives the idea of du- 
ration. 

The distance, he says, between any pavt^ of that 
“ succession, or between the appearance of any two 
“ ideas in our minds, is that we call duration.’' 

To conceive this the move distinctly, let us call the 
distance between an idea and that which immediately 
succeeds it, one element of duration ; the distance be- 
tween an idea and the second that succeeds it, two ele- 
ments, and so on : If ten such elements make duration, 
then one must make duration, otherwise duration must 
be made up of parts that have no duration, which is 
impossible^ 

For, suppose a succession of as many ideas as you 
pleak, if none of these ideas have duration, nor any 
interval of duration be between one and another, then 
it is perfectly evident there can be no interval of du- 
ration between the first and the last, how great soever 
their number be. I conclude therefore, that there 
must be duration in every single interval or clement of 
which the whole duration is made up. Nothing in- 
deed is more certain, than that every demenj:ary part 
of duration must have duration, as fevery eUmentary 
part of extension must have extension. 

. Now it must be obseiwed, that in these elements of 
dtiration, or single intervals of successive ideas, there 
is no suc^ssion ofj.dj£as, yet we must conceive them\» 
have duration ; whence wh). may conclyde with certain- 
ty , that there is a conception of^ dviration, where there 
is no succession of ideas in the m'’nd. , » 

We may measure duration iy tl:e successioi^ of 
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tlioughts in the mind, as we meamre length by 
inches or feet ; but the notion or idea of duration 
must be antecedent to the mensuration of it, as the 
notion of length is antecedent to its being measured. 

■ l^fr X>ocKE draws some conclusions from his account 
©f the idea of duration, which may serve as a touch- 
stone to discover how far it is genuine. One is, that 
if it were possible for a man awake, to keep only one 
idea in his mind without variati^ n, or the succession 
of others, he would have no perception of duration at 
all ; and the moment he began to have this idea, would 
seem to have no distance from the moment he ceased 


to have it. 

Now that one idea should seem to have no dura- 
tion, and that a multiplication of that no durofwn 
should seem to have duration, appears to me as impos- 
sible, as that the multiplication of nothing should pro- 
duce something. 

Another conclusion which the author drains from 
this theory is, that the same period of duration ap- 
pears long to us, when the succession ot ideas m 
our mind is quick, and short when the succession is 


There can be no doubt but the same length of du- 
ration appears in some circumstances much longer 
than in oifaer^e time appears long when a ma 
impatieni'under any. pain or distress, or w 
eager in the expectation of some happine;^ On jhe 
QtheT hand, when he is pleased and happy i ^ 

con>rsation, or delighted with a variety 

that strike his senses^^bis-ujiagi^- 
flies away and appears shojl^^ . , 

Ttri-v ' T y Y 
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very cotitrary is the irulh, Wli^n a mat\ is racked 
■yjrith pain, or with expectation, he can hardly think of 
any thing but his distress ; and the more his mind is 
occupie4 by that sole object, the longer the time ap- 
pears, On the other hand, when he is entertained 
with cheerful music, with lively conversation,., and 
brisk sallies of vyif, there seems to be the quickest suc- 
cession of ideas, but the time appears shortest. 

I have heard a military officer, a man of candour 
amd observation, say, that the time he was engaged in 
hot action always appeared to him much shorter than 
it really was. Yet I think it cannot be supposed, 
that the succession of ideas was then slower than 
usual. 

If the idea of duration were got merely by the suc- 
cession of ideas in our minds, that succession must to 
ourselves appear equally quick at all times, because 
the only measure of duration is the number of succeed- 
ing ideas ; but I believe every man capable of reflec- 
tion will be sensible, that at one time his thoughts come 
slowly and heavily, and at another time .have a much 
quicker and livelier motion. 

I know of no ideas or notions that have a better 
claim to be accounted simple and original than those 
of space and time. It is essential both to. space and 
time to be made up of parts, but every partus similar 
to the whole, and of the aume nature. " DuTe|iept parts 
of space, as it has three dimensions, may differ both in 
figure and in magnitude ; but time having only one 
dimension, its parts can differ only in magnitude ; gnd, 
,a§ it is .one of the simplest ibjects of thought, the c6a-, 
ception oTIi ’must d? purely the effect of our con- 
stitution, and given us by sour^ original power ,of^ tlje 
p^ind. , 

"iphc sens^ ol" seeing, by itself, ,give6| us the conf ep- 
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Vion and \)e\\ef of only two dimensions of extension, 
but the sense of touch discovers three ; and reason’, 
from the Contemplation of finite extended things, leads 
Unnecessarily t6 the belief of an immensity that con- 
'tciinV>tKefh. In like manner, memory gives tis the 
conception and belief of finite intervals of duration. 
From the cbntemplation of these, reason leads us ne- 
cessarily to the belief of an eternity, which compre- 
hends all things that have a beginning and end. Our 
conceptions, both of space and time, are probably 
partial and inadequate, and therefore we are apt to 
lose ourselves, and to be embarrassed in our reasoning's 
about them. 

Our understanding is no less puzzled when we con- 
sider the minutest parts of time and space, than when 
we consider the whole. We are forced to acknow- 


ledge, that in their nature they are divisible without 
end or limit ; but there are limits beyond which our 
faculties cart divide neither the one nor the other. 

It may be determined by experiment, what is thc 
least angle under which an object may be discerned 
by the eye, and What is the least interval of duration 
that may be discerned by the ear. I believe these 
may be different in different persons : But surely 
there is a/limit which no man can exceed : And wliat 
our faci(ltiea,r.an no longer divide is still divisible m 
itself, -^iCby of perfection, may bC 

divided into thousands of parts. 

I have reason to believe, that a good eye in t 
g^e of life may see an object under 
Sding half a minute of a degree ; 
there are some human still more peifect But 
£ven this degree of porf^ction will appear great, if we 

consider how sLll { lart of the 

must be which (subtends an angle of half a minute. 
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very contrary is the truth, Wli^n a maj} is racked 
■y^th pain, or with expectation, he can hardly think of 
any thing but his distre;ss ; and the more his mind is 
occupie4 by that sole object, the longer the time ap» 
j^ears, On the other hand, when he is enteftaii^ed 
with cheerful rriusic, with lively conversation,,, and 
brisk Sallies of wij;, there seems to the quickest suc- 
cession of ideas, but the time appears shortest. 

I have heard a military officer, a man of candour 
a^d observation, say, that the time he was engaged in 
l^ot action always appeared to him much shorter than 
it really was. Yet I think it cannot be supposed, 
that the succession of ideas was then slower than 
usual. 

If the idea of duration were got merely by the suc- 
cession of ideas in our minds, that succession must to 
ourselves appear equally quick at all times, because 
the only measure of duration is the number of succeed- 
ing ideas ; but I believe every man capable of reflec- 
tion will be sensible, that at one time his thoughts come 
slowly and heavily, and at another time have a much 
quicker and livelier motion, 

I know of no ideas or notions that have a better 
claim to be accounted simple and original than those 
of space and tirne. It , is essential both t® space and 
time to be made up of parts, but every partis similar 
tq the whole, and of the S|ame nature: l)me|ent parts 
of space^ as it has three dimensions, may differ both in 
figure and in magnitude ; but time having only one 
djmension, its parts can differ only in magnitude ; ^tid, 
^ it is .one of thp simplest objects of thought, the co»?>r 
ception oT^l iflust dq' ptyrely the effect of our con- 
stitution, and given U3 by sou:*^ original power ,of^ t^ie 

TO"**- ' \ [ 

■TTO of seeing, by itself, jgive^, us the con^qp- 
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lion and belief of only two dimensions of extension, 
but the sense of touch discovers three ; and reason*, 
from the contemplation oi finite extended things, leads 
Unnecessarily to the belief of an immensity that con- 
'taifi^^thefn. In like manner, memory gives us the 
con\:eption and belief ot finite intervals of duration. 
From the contemplation of these, reason leads us ne- 
cessarily to the belief of an eternity, which compre- 
hends all things that have a beginning and end. Our 
conceptions, both of space and time. aVe probably 
partial and inadequate, and therefore we are apt to 
lose ourselves, and to be embarrassed in our reasonings 
about them. 


Our understanding is no less puzzled when we con * 
sider the minutest parts of time and space, than when 
we consider the whole. We are forced to acknow- 
ledge, that in their nature they are divisible without 
end or limit ; but there are limits beyortd which our 
faculties cah divide neither the one nor the othet. 

It may be determined by experiment, what is 1116 
least angle under which an object may be discerned 
by the eye, and What is the least interval of duration 
that may be discerned by the ear. I believe th^se 
may be different in different persons ; But surely 
there is a/limit which no man can exceed : And wiiat 

our faci(lti 5 a,i: 3 n no longer divide is still divisible m 
itself, -aKby lining? of superior perfection, may b(i 

divide^ into thousands of parts. 

I have reason to believe, that a good eye m thd 

fnnv an object under an angle not 
prime el life may see an hplirvi^ 

feeding half a minute of a de.gree ; ^nd^i hehcvt 

ZTJ some humau e^^stiU more perfect. But 

£ven this degree of paction will appear great, if we 

consider how sLll / lart of the ^ 

must be whichfsubtcnds an angle of half * minute; 
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Supposing the distance between the centre of the 
eye and the retina to be six or seven tenths of an 
inch, the subtense of an angle of half a minute to that 
radius, or the breadth of the image of an object seen 
under that angle, will not be above the ten thousandth 
part of an inch. This shews such a wonderful degree 
of accuracy in the refracting power of a good eye, that 
a pencil of rays coming from one point of the object 
shall meet in one point of the retina, so as not to de- 
viate from that point the ten thousandth part of an 
inch. It shews, likewise, that such a motion of an 
object as makes its image on the retina to move the 
ten thousandth part of an inch, is discernible by the 
mind. 

In order to judge to what degree of accuracy we can 
measure short intervals of time, it maj be observed, 
that one who has given attention to the motion of a 
second pendulum, will be able to beat seconds for a 
minute with a very small error. When he continues 
this exercise long, as for five or ten minutes, he is apt 
to err, more even than in proportion to the time, for 
this reason, as I apprehend, that it is difficult to attend 
long to the moments as they pass, without wandering 
after some other object of thought. 

I have found, by some experiments, that a man 
may beat seconds for one minute, withoufc erring 
above one second in the whole sixty; and]; J doubt 
not but by long practice he might do it still more ac- 
curately. From this, I think, it follows, that the, 
sixtieth part of a second of time is discernible* hvalkc* 
human mind. 
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CHAP. VI. 


Of Mr Locke’s Account of our Personal Identity . 

jN^'a^ong chapter upon identity and diversity, Mr 
Locke has made many ingenious and just observa- 
tions, and some which, I think, cannot be defended. 
I shall only take notice of the account he gives of out- 
own personal identity. His doctrine upon this sub. 
jcct has been censured by Bishop Butler, in a short 
essay subjoined to his Analogy, with whose sentimenty 
1 perfectly agree. 

Identity, as was observed chap. 4. of this Essay, 
supposes the continued existence of the being of 
which it is affirmed, and therefore can be applied 
only to things which have a continued existence. 
While any being continues to exist, it is the same 
being; but two beings which have a different be- 
ginning or a different ending of their existence, can- 
not possibly be the s?ime. To thi; I think Mr Lockx 


agrees. 

He observes very justly, that to know what is 
meant by the same person, we must consider what 
the word person stands for ; and he defines a person 
to be an udelligent being, endowed with reason and 
with cont^si^ss, which last he thinks inseparable 
from tba^f^t. 

Fronfthis definition of a person, it must necessarily 
follovr that while the intelligent being continues to 
exii and to be intelligent, it must be the same person 
^^ay that the intelligent being is the person, and 
vet that the person ceas^ta^ist, while the intelligent 
bring continues, or th& the person contraues while 
^telligent feses to erist, is to my appre. 
hcnsion a manifest contradictipn. 
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One would think that the definition of a person 
lould perfectly ascertain the nature of personal i- 
entity, or wherein it consists, though it might still be 
question how we come to know and he assured of 
or personal identity. 

Mr Locke tells us, hoivcver, “ that personal identity, 
that is, the sameness of a rationlil being, consists in 
consciousness alone ; and, as far as this conscious- 
ness can be extended backwards to any past action 
or thought, so far reaches the identity of that person. 
So that whatever hath the consciousness of present 
and past actions, is the same person to whom they 
belong.” 

This doctrine hath some strange consequences, 
rhich the author was aware of. Such as, that if the 
ame consciousness can be transferred from one intel- 
igent being to another, which he thinks we cannot 
hew to be impossible, then two or twenty intelligent 
leings may be the same person. And if the intel- 
igent being may lose the consciousness of the actions 
!one by him, which sutely is possible, then he is not 
he person that did those actions ; so that one intel- 
igent being may be two or twenty different persons, 
f hg shall so often lose the consciousness of his former 
ictions. 

There is another consequence of this ^doctrine, 
vhich follows no less necessarily, thougn Afr Lock£ 
jrobably did not see it. It is, that a man faay be, 
md at the same not be the person that did a particplac 
iction. ^ 

Suppose a brave officer to have bfeen flogged whdft-' 
i boy at school, for robBtag, an orchard, to have taken 
i standard from the enemy iAhis first campaign, .and 
,0 have been made a general in advanced life : Sup-' 
pose also, which must be admitted to be possible, that 
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when he took the standard, he was conscious of his 
having been dogged at school ; and that when made 
a. general, he was conscious of his taking the standard, 
but had abioluiely lost the consciousness of his flog- 

T,hese things being supposed, it fellows, from. Mr 
Locke’s doctrine, that he wno was flogged at school 
is the same person who took the standa.d; and that 
he who took the standard is-the same person who was 
made a general. Whence it follows, if there be any 
truth in logic, that the general is the same person with 
him who was flogged at school. But the general’s 
consciousness does not reach so far back as Jus flog- 
ging, therefore, according to Mr Locke’s doctrine, he 
is not the person who was flogged. Tiierefore tlie 
general is, and at the same time is not the same person 
with him, who w'as flogged at school. 

Leaving the consequences of this doctrine to tho.se 
who have leisure to trace them, we may observe, with 
regard to the doctrine itself. 

First, That Mr IjOCKe attributes to consciousness 
the conviction we huve of our past actions, as if a 
man may now be conscious of what he did twenty 
years ago. It is impossible to understand the meaning 


of this, unless by consciousness be meant memory, the 
only fac^y by which we have an immediate know- 
ledge of^r past actions. 

Sonj^unies,, m popular discourse, a man, says he, is 
epnsamus that he did such a thing, meaning that he 
disLnclly remembers that he did it. It is unnecessary, 
^fcommon discourse, to fix accurately the limits be- 
t\yeen consciousness and memory. This was^rmer- 
ly shewn to be 'the case with regard to sense and me- 
r-^ry : And thtrefpre. distinct remembrance is some- 
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times called sense, sometimes consciousness, without 
any inconvenience. 

?ut this ought to be avoided in philosophy, other- 
wise we confound the different powers of the rairvd, 
and ascribe to one what really belongs to another; 
If a man can be conscious of what he did twenty 
years, or twenty minutes ago, there is no use for me- 
mory, nor ought we to allow that there is any such 
faculty. The faculties of consciousness and memory 
are chiefly distinguished by this, that the first is an 
immediate knowledge of the present, the second an 
immediate knowledge of the past. 

When, therefore, Mr Locke’s notion of personal i- 
dentity is properly expressed, it is, that personal i- 
dentity consists in distinct remembrance ; For, even 
in the popular sense, to say that I am conscious of a 
past action, means nothing else than that I distinctly 
remember that I did it. 

• Second/i/, It may be observed, that, in this doctrine, 
not only is consciousness confounded with memory, 
but, which is still more strange, personal identity is 
confounded with the evidence which we have of our 
personal identity. 

It is very true, that my remembrance that I did 
such a thing is the evidence I have that I am the i- 
dentical person who did it. And this, I am apt tp 
think, Mr Locke meant : But to say that my-,r;emem- 
brance that I did such a thing, or my conscioijsness, 
makes me the person who did it, is, in my apprt^’jen- 
sion, an absurdity too gross to be entertained by my 
man who attends to the meaning of it : For it is to 
attribufe to memory or consciousness, a strange magi- 
cal power of producing its object, though that objgct 
must have existed before the memory or copsciousne^ 
which produced it. 
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Conscioosiiess it; the testimony of one faculty ; 
memory is the tt■^tlmony of another faculty ; And 
to say t'hat the testimony is the cause of the thing 
-testified, this surely is absurd, if any thing be, and 
could not have been said by Mr Lockk, if he had 
not confounded the testimony with the thing testi- 
fied. 

When a horse that was stolen is found and claimed 
by the owner, the only evidence he can liave, or that 
a judge or witne'-ses can have, that this is the very 
identical horse which was his property, is similitude. 

But would it not be ridiculous from tliis to infer 
that the identity of a Imrse consists in similitude only ^ 
The only evidence I liave that I am the identical 
person who did such actions is, that 1 remember di- 
stinctly I did them ^ or, as Mr Lucke expiesscs it, 
1 am conscious 1 did tiiem. do mier from this, that 
personal identity consists in consciousness, is an argu- 
ment, which, if it had any force, would prove the i- 
dentity of a stolen horse to consist solely in simili- 
lude. 

Tkirdl;!, Is it not strange that the sameness or i- 
dentity of a person should consist in a tlimg which is 
continually changing, and is not any two minutes the 


same ? / 

Our cohsciousness, our memory, and every opera- 
tion of the mind, are still flowing like the water of a 
river, c/'like time itself. The consc.onsriess 1 have 
this ,r/oment can no more be the same comciousness 
I last motnent, than this moment can e 
Umlily can only be o 

which have a continued exntence 

and every kind of thonBht. ia trannenl and momenU y 

aiyf has no continued existence ; and theretore, 

iLtiy. consnted in consciontne., ,t would 

VOL. I, 
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certainly follow, that no man is the same person 
any two moments of his life ; and as the right and 
justice of reward and punishment is founded 0 !i • 
personal identity, no man could be responsible ibr 
his actions. 

But though I take this to be the unat^oidable con- 
sequence ot Mr Locke’s doctrine concerning peisonal 
identity, and though some persons may have liked 
the doctrine the better on this account, I am far from 
imputing any thing of this kind to Mr Locke. He was 
too good a man not to have rejected with abhorrence 
a doctrine which he believed to draw this consequence 
after it. 

Ivurthlij, There are many expressions used by 
Mr Locke in speaking of personal identity, which to 
me are altogether unintelligible, unless we suppose 
that he confounded that sameness, or identity, which 
we ascribe to an individual, with the identity which 
in- common discourse is often ascribed to many indi- 
viduals of the same species. 

When we say that pain and pleasure, consciousness 
and memory, are the same in all men, this sameness 
can only mean similarily, or sameness of kind ; but 
that the pain of one man can be the same individual 
pain with that of another man, is no lessampossible, 
than that one man should he another man \ the pain 
felt by me yesterday, can no more be the pain 1 feel 
to-day, than yesterday can be this day ; and Vlje same 
thing may be said of every passion and of e^ry o- 
peration of the mind ; 1 he same kind or species sof o- 
peration may be in different mep, or in the same rnnwi.,, 
at dilFerent times ; but it is impossible that the same 
individual operation should be in dilferenl men, or iii 
the same man at different times. 
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When Mr Locke therefore speaks of “ the sam? 
consciousness being continued through a succession 
of different substances when he speaks of “ re- 
‘‘ peating the idea of a past action, with the same 
" “ consciousness we had of it at the fiistf’ and of 
“ the same consciousness extending to av'iions past 
“ and to come these expressions »irc to me umnteh 
ligible, unless lie means, not the same indiviihial con- 
sciousness, but a consciousness that is siniilar, or ot the 
same kind. 

If our personal identity consists in consciousness, 
as this consciousness cannot be the same individually 
any two moments, but only ot the same kind, it 
would follow, that we are not for any two momenta 
the same individual persons, but the same kiiul ot 
persons. 

As our consciousness sometimes ceases to exist, ns 
in sound sleep, our personal identity must cease with 
it. Mr Locke allows, that the same thing cannot 
have two beginnings of existence, so that our identity 
would be irrecoverably gone every time vc cease to 
think, if it was but for a jnoment. 


/ 


CHAP. VII. 

Theories jconcevumg isienioni. 


‘^rH^common theory of ideas, that is, of images iii 
^ Xq brain, or in the mind, of all the objects ot 
• th-Zht. has been very genciTlly apphed to account 

for the faculties of memory and unag.nat.oivi^ 

" <is that of perception by the senses. 

The sentiments of the Pctipn.ctics me 
AeBXtNoEtt AfBKoms.Eh-«s, one ot the earhcsl O ek 
t cramcnthlots on AK.storLe, in ihcte wotat, at tit.. 
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arc translated by Mr Hakris in his Hermes, “ Now 
“ what fancy or imagination is, we may explain as 
“ follows : We may conceive to be formed within us, 
‘‘ from the operations of our senses about sensible ob- 
“ jects, some impression, as it were, or picture in our 
“ original sensorium, being a relict of that motion 
caused within us by the external object ; a relict, 
“ which, when the external object is tio longer pre- 
sent, remains, and is still preserved, being, as it 
were, its image ; andAvhich, by being thus preserved, 
becomes the cause of our having memory : Nnw 
“ such a sort of relict, and as it were impression, they 
call fancy or imagination,” 

Another passage from Alcinous of the doctrines of 
Plato, chap. 4. shews the agreement of the ancient 
Platonists and Peripatetics in this theory, “ When the 
^ farm or type of things is imprinted on the mind by 
the organs of the senses, and so imprinted as not to 
“ be deleted by time, but preserved firm and lasting, 
its preservation is called memorij?^ 

Upon this principle Aristotle imputes the short- 
iiess of memory in children to this cause, that their 
brain is too moist and soft to retain impressions made 
upon it : And the defect of memory in old men he im- 
putes, on the contrary, to the hardness and rigidity of 
the brain, which hinders its receiving any durable im- 
pression. 

This ancient theory of the cause of memor)Vds de- 
fective in two respects : First, If the cause assign ^^id 
really exist, it by no means accounts for the phmfeo- 
tnenpnj And, sccond'tj. There is no evidence, nor evert 
probability, that that cause exists. 

It is probable, that in perception: some impression is 
ttiade upon the brain as vvell as upon the organ and 
ijerves, because all the nerves terminate in the bram^ 
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and because disorders and hurts of the brain are 
to aflect our powers of perception when tlie external 
organ and nerve are sound ; but we are totally igno- 
rant of the nature of this impression upon the brain : 
-It can - have no resemblance to the object perceived, 
nor. does it in any degree account for that sensation 
and perception which are consequent upon it. These 
things have been argued in the second Essay, and 
shall now be taken for granted, to prevent repetition. 

If the impression upon the brain be insufficient to 
account for the perception of objects that are 'present, 
it can as little account for the njemory of those that 


are past. 

So that if it were certain, that the impressions made 
on the brain in perception remain as long as there is 
any memory of the object ; all that could be inferred 
from this is, that, by the laws of nature, there is a con- 
nection established between that impression, and the 
remembrance of that object. But how the impression 
contributes to this remembrance, we should bo quite 
ignorant ; it being impossible to discover how thought 
of any kind should be produced, by an impression on 

the brain, or upon any part of the body. 

To say that this impression is memory, is absurd it 
untostoort literally. If H k only meant that « .s the 
cause ol memory, itooght to beshewo 
this effect, otherwise memory remains as unaccountaWe 

“ l^philosopher should undertake to accmint fe 

forCof gunpowder, in the 

.then tel, us gravely,' t should 

non IS 'the drawing of the tngS^r.je^s 

much wiser by this accou • 

^d in the cause of nremory by being to 

,causfed by a certain impression on the brain. 
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loosing, that impression on the brain were as necessary 
to memory as the drawing of the trigger is to the dis- 
charge of the musket, we are still as ignorant as we 
w'ere how memory is produced ; so that, if th6 cause of 
memory, assigned by this theory, did really exist, it 
does not in any degree account for memory. 

Another defect in this theory is, that there is no evi- 
dence, nor probability that the cause assigned does 
exist ; that is, that the impression made upon the brain 
in perception remains after the object is removed. 

That impression, whatever be its nature, is caused 
by the impression made by the object upon the organ 
of sense, and upon the nerve. Philosophers suppose, 
without any evidence, -that when the object is remov- 
ed, and the impression upon the organ and nerve ceases, 
the impression upon the brain continues, and is per- 
manent ; that is, that when the cause is removed the 
effect continues. The brain surely does not appear 
more fitted to retaip an impression than the organ and 
nerve. 

But granting that the impression upon the brain 
continues after its cause is removed, its effects ought 
to continue while k continues ; that is, the sensation 
^nd perception should be as permanent as the impres- 
sion upon the brain, which is supposed to be theif 
cause. But here again the philosopher makes a se- 
cond supposition, with as little evidence, but of a con- 
trary nature, to wit, that, while the cause remains, thq 
effect ceases. 

If this should be granted also, a third must be nude, 
That the same cause, which at first produced sensation 
aiiJj^rception, does afterwards produce memory ; an 
operation essentially different, both from sensation ant^ 
perception. 

A fourth supposition must be made, That this cause^ 



HIEORIES CONCERNING MEMORY. 


567 


though it be permanent, does not produce its effect at' 
all times ; it must be like an inscnption which is some- 
times covered with rubbish, and on other occasions 
njade legible : For the memory of things is often in- 
terrupted for a long time, and circumstances bring to 
our.recollection what had been long forgot. After all, 
many things are remefhbered whicli were never per- 
ceived by the senses, being no objects of sense, and 
therefore, which could make no impression upon the 
brain by means of the senses. 

Thus, when philosophers have piled one supposition 
upon another, as the giants piled the mountains, in or- 
der to scale the heavens, all is to no purpose, memory 
remains unaccountable ; and we know as little how ivo 
lemember things past, as how we are conscious of the 
present. 

But here, it is proper to observe, that although im- 
pressions upon the brain give no aid in accounting for 
memory, yet it is very probable, that, in the human 
frame, memory is dependent on some proper state or 
temperament of the brain. 

Although the furniture of our memory bears no re- 
semblance to any temperament of brajn whatsoever, as 
indeed it is impossible it should; yet nature may have 
subjected us to this law, that a certain constitution or 
state of the brain is necessary to memory. 1 hat this 
is really the case, many well known facts lead us to 
conclude. 

It jl possible, that, by accurate observation, the pro- 
"^Brtieans may be discovered of preserving that tem- 
perament of the braift which is favourable to memfiCy.. 
and of remedying the disorders of that temi^rament. 
This would be a very noble improvement of the mc- 
,dical art. But if it should ever be atlamed, it would 
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^ve no aid to understand how one state of the brain 
issists memory, and another huits it. 

I know certainly, that the impression made upon 
my hand the prick of a pin occasions acute ])ai»). 
But can any philosopher shew how this cause produces 
ihe efTecr ? The nature of the impiessiou is here per- 
fectly known ; but it gives 'no help to understand how 
that irapression affects the mind ; and if we knevV as 
distinctly that state of the brain which causes memory, 
we should still be as ignorant as before how that state 
contribures to memory. We might have been so con- 
stituted, for any thing that I know, that the prick of a 
pin in the hand, instead of causing pain, should cause 
remembrance ; nor tvould that constitution be more 
unaccountable than the present. 

The body and mind operate on each other, accord- 
ing to fixed laws of nature ; and it is the business of a 
philosopher to discover those laws by observation and 
experiment : But, w^hen he has discovered them, he 
must rest in them as facts, whose cause is inscrutable 
to the human understanding. 

Mr L.OCKE, and those who have followed him, speak 
with more reserve than the ancients, and only inci- 
dentally, cf impressions on the brain as the cause of 
memory, and impute it rather to our retaining in our 
minds the ideas, got either by sensation or reflection. 

This Ml' Locke says, may be done two ways ; “ First, 
“ By keeping the idea for some time actually ici view^ 
“ which is called contemplation. Secondly, BV the 
“ power to revive again in our minds those ideas, 
•l^wh^, after imprinting, have disappeared, or have 
“ been, as it were, laid out of sight ; and this is rae- 
“ mory, which is, as it were, the store house of our 
“ ideas.” 

- To explain this more distinctly, he immediately 
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adds llie following observation ; “ But our ideas being' 
“ nothing but actual perceptions in the mind, which 
“ cease to be any thing, when there is no perception 
“ of them, this laying up of our ideas in the repository 
“ of the memory, signifies no more but this, that the 
“ mind has a power, in many cases, to revive percep- 
“ tions which it once had, with this additional pevcep- 
“ tion annexed to them, that it has had them before ; 
“ and in tins sense it is, that our ideas are said to be in 
“ our memories, when indeed they are actually no 
“ where ; but only iheie is an ability m the mind, 
“ when it will, to revive them again, and, as it were 


“ paint them anew upon itself, though some with more, 
some with less difIiculry,some more lively, and others 
“ more obscurely.” 

In this account of memory, the repeated use of the 


phrase, as it zsere, leads one to judge that u is paitly 
figurative ; we must therefore endeavoni to distinguish 
the figurative part fiom the philosophical 1 he lust 
being addressed to the imagination, exhibits a picliue 
of memory, which, to have its ellect, must be viewed 
a.t a pioper distance, and front a particular point of 
icw. Tlie second being addressed to the understand- 


iiig, ought to bear a near inspection, and ti ciilical ex- 
amination. 

The analogy between memory and a repository, and 
between, remembering and retaining, is obvious, and is 
to be found ip all languages ; it being very natural to 
, express the operations of the mind by images ta en 
'‘irofil^things material. But m philosopliy vye ought to 
draw aside the veil of ilnagery, and to view them naked. 

When therefore memory is said to be a reposiioiy 
or storehouse of ideas, where they aie laid up when not 
perceived, and again brought forth as there is occa 
JTion, y take this to be popular and rhetorical. 


yoL. I, 
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Author telfs os, that when they are not perceived, they 
stre nothing, and no where, and therefore can neither 
be laid up in a repository, nor drawn out of it. 

But we are told, “ That this laying up of our ideas 
“ in the repository of the memory signifies no more 
“ than this, that the mind has a power to revive per- 
' f‘ ceptions, which it once had, with this additional per- 
“ ception annexed to them, that it has had them be- 
‘‘ fore.” This, I think, must be understood literally 
and philosophically. 

But it seems to me aS difficult to revive things that 
have ceased to be any thing, as to lay thenj up iu a 
repository, or to bring them out of it- When a thing 
is once annihilated, the same thing cannot be again 
produced, though another thing similar to it may.— 
Mr LocKe, in another place, acknowledges, that the 
same thing cannot have two beginnings of existence ; 
and that things that have different beginnings are not 
the same, but diverse. From this it follows, that an 
ability to revive our ideas or perceptions, after they 
have ceased to be, can signify no more but an ability 
to create new ideas or perceptions similar to those we 
had before. 

They are said “ to be revived, with this additional 
“ perception, that we have had them before,” This, 
surely, would be a fallacious perception, since they 
Could not have two beginnings of existence ; nor could 
we believe them to have two beginnings of existence. 
We can only believe, that we had formerly idpas or^, 
perceptions very like to them, though not identfcally 
^he same. But whether we perceive them to be the ^ 
same, <5r only like to those we had before, this percep- 
tion, one would think, sOpposes a remembrance of 
those we had before, otherwise the similitude or indcRr ■ 
tHy could not be perceived. 
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Anortier phrase is used to explain this reviving ol'' 
our perceptions. “ The mind, as it were, paints them 
anew upon itself.” There may be something figura- 
tive in this ; but making due allowance for that, it 
must irtiply, that the mind, which paints the things 
that have ceased to exist, must have the memory of 
what they were, since every painter must have a copy 
either before his eye, or in his imagination and me- 
mory. ^ 

These remarks upon Mr Locre’s account of memory 
are intended to shew, that his system of ideas gives no 
light to this faculty, but rather tends to darken it ; as 
little does it make us understand how we remember, 
and by that means have the certain knovt'ledge of things 


* • j u j- 

Every man knows what memory is, and has a dis- 
tinct notion of it : But when Mr Locke speaks ot u 
power to revive in the mind those ideas, which, alter 
imprinting, have disappeared, or have been, as it were, 
laid out of sight, one would hardly know this to be 
memory, if he had not told us. There are other things 
which it seems to resemble at least as much. I see 
before me the picture of a friend. I shut my eyes, or 
turn them another way; and the picture disappears, 
or is, as it were, laid out of sight. I have a power to 
turn my eyes again towards the picture, and immedi- 
a“ely the perception is revived. But is thts rnemory r 
no sLely ; yet it answers the definition as well as me- 

'"^^emayXtve. tha.the word 

by Mr Locr. in too ’indefintte a way, aa uall as th. 

"tr:^;io„, in .he 

.SeyH“r:::»ra.e...h.n.^ 
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perceptions : Yet I apprehend it would sound oddly 
to say, that perception is the first faculty of the mind 
exercised about perception ; and still more strangely 
to say, that ideas are the first faculty of the mind 
exercised about our ideas. But why should not 
ideas be a faculty as well as f ercepiion, if both -are 
the same ? 

Memory is said to be a power to revive our percep- 
^tions. Will it not follow from this, that every thing 
'that can be remembered is a perception ? If this be so, 
it will be difficult to find any thing in nature but per- 
ceptions. 

Our ideas, we are told, are nothing but actual per- 
ceptions ; but in many places of the Essay, ideas are 
said to be the objects of perception, and that the mind, 
in all its thoughts and reasonings, lias no other imme- 
diate object which it does or can contemplate but its 
own ideas. Does it not appear from this, either that 
Mr Locke held the operations of the mind to be the 
same thing with the objects of those operations, or 
that he used the word idea sometimes in one sense and 
sometimes in another, without any intimation, and pro- 
bably without any apprehension of its ambiguity ? It 
is an article of Mr HumeV philosophy, that there is no 
distinction between the operations of the mind and 
their objects. But I see no reason to impute this opi- 
nion to Mr Locke. 1 rather think, that, notwithstand- 
ing his great judgment and candour, his understand- 
ing was entangled by the ambiguity of the word kleay 
and that most of the imperfections of his Essa^'are 
owing to that cause. 

Mr Hume saw farthel- into the consequence^ of the 
common system concerning ideas than any author had 
done before him. He saw the absurdity of making 
t^very object of thought double, and splitting it into a 
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remote object, which has a separate and permanent 
existetice, and an immediate object, called an idea or 
impression, which is an image of the former, and has 
'ho existence, but when we arc conscious of it. Ac- 
cording to this system, we have no intercourse with 
the external world, but by means of the internal 
world of ideas, which represents the other to the 
mind. 

He saw it was necessary to reject one of these worlds 
as a fiction, and the question was. Which should be re-* 
jected ? Whether all mankind, learned and unlearned, 
had feigned the existence of the external world with- 
out good reason ? or whether philosophers had feigned 
the internal world of ideas, in order to account tor tlic 
intercourse of the mind with the external? N r Hume 


adopted the first of these opinions, and employed his 
reason and eloquence in support of it. 

■ Bishop Berkeley had gone so far in the same track 
as to reject the material W'orld asliclitious ; but it was 
left to Mr Hume to complete the system. 

According to his system, therefore, impressions and 
ideas in his own mind are the only things a man can- 
know or can conceive : Nor are these ideas represen- 
tatives, as they were in the old system. There is no- 
thing else in nature, or at least within the reach ot our 
faculties, to be represented. What the «o Igar call lite 
perception of an external object, » bn a 

strong impression upon the mind. rat ue c 
remeLrance of a past event, ,s notbm.g l>- * I”-" 
,W,.ression or idea, tveaker than the forme, . And « b« 
we call imagmatiotf, is still a .otes-Ul idea, bm tseaker. 

than that of memory- „ words 

That 1 may not do him injustice, these are his worcls^ 

in his Treatise of Human Nature, page 193- 

y We find by experience, that when any impression 



ESSAY III. 


374 essay III. [chap. 7 > 

has been present with the mind, it again makes its 
^ appearance there as an idea ; and this it may da 
“ after two different ways, either when in its new ap- 
“ pearance it retains a considerable degree of its first 
vivacity, and is somewhat intermediate betwixt an 
“ impression and an idea, or when it entirely loses that 
vivacity, and is a perfect idea. The faculty by 
which we repeat our impiessions in the first manner, 
“ is called the memory, and the other the imagina^ 


Upon this account 'of memory and imagination I 
shall make some remarks. 

Firsts I wish to know, what we are here to under- 
stand by experience? It is said, we find all this by ex- 
perience ; and I conceive nothing can be meant by 
this experience but memory. Not that memory which 
our author defines, but memory in the common ac- 
ceptation of the word. According to vulgar appre- 
hension, memory is an immediate knowledge of some- 
thing past. Our author does not admit that there is 
any such knowledge in the human mind. He main- 
tains that memory is nothing but a present idea or 
impression. But, in defining what he takes memory 
to be, he takes for granted that kind of memory which 
he rejects. For can we find by experience, that an 
impression, after its first appearance to the mind, 
makes a second, and a third, with different degrees of 
strength and vivacity, if we have not so distinct a re- 
membrance of its first appearance, as enables us to 
know it, upon its second and third, notwithstandJiig 
-that, in the interval, it has undergone a very consider- 
able cha^/ge ? 

All experience supposes memory ; and there can 
be no such thing as experience, without trusting to 
. our own memory, or that of others ; So that it appears 
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frona Mr Humk/s account of this matter, that he founa' ^ 
hiHiseh to have that kind of memory, which he ac- 
knowledges and detines, by exercising that kind which 
Mie rejects. 

Secondli/^ What is u we find by experience or me- 
mqry ? It is, “ That when an impression has been 
“ present with the mind, it again makes its appearance 
there as an idea, and that after two diftbretu ways.** 
If experience informs us of this, it certainly deceives 
us ; for the thing is impossible, and the author sh?w.l 
it to be so. Impressions and ideas are fleeting perislv 
able things, which have no existence, but when we 
are conscious of them. If an impression could make 
a second and a third appearance to the mind, it must 
have a continued existence during the interval of these 
appearances, which Mr Home acknowledges to be a 
gros!, absurdity. It seems then, that we find by ex- 
perience, a thing which is impossible. We are im- 
posed upon by our experience, and made to behevc 


contradictions. 

Perhaps it may be said, that these different appear- 
ances of the impression are not to be understood liter- 
ally, but figuratively ; that the impression is personi- 
fied, and made to appear at different times, and in 
different habits, when no more 

impression appears at one time ; alterwards a thing o 
o ni.a 11/. nature between an impression and an idea, 

:,e can imagina„o„: 

faculties, w y repeat an impression is a 

.. figurative way ot speaKing 
■ pe'/ impression similar to the foruier. 



( 
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U, to avoid the absurdity implied in the literal 
meaning, we understand the philosopher in this figu- 
rative one, then his definitions of memory and. imagina- 
tion, when stripped ot the figurative dress, will amount 
to this. That memory is the faculty of making a weak 
impressicHi, and imaginauon the faculty of making an 
impression still weaker, after a corresponding strong 
one. These definitions of memory and imagination 
labour under two defects; ///-.w. That they convey no 
ti^on of the thing defined ; and, secouiUi/, That they 
may be applied to things of a quite difibrent nature 
from those that are defined. 

When we are said to have a faculty of making a 
weak impression after a corresponding strong one, it 
would not be easy to conjecture that this tacuhy is 
memory. Suppose a man strikes bis head smartly a- 
gainst the wall, this is an impression ; now he has a 
faculty by which he can lepeat this impression with 
less force, so as not to hurt him ; this, by Mr Hume’s 
account, must be memory. He has a faculty by 
which he can just touch the wall with his head, so 
that the impression entirely loses its vivacity. This 
surely must be imagination ; at least it comes as near 
to the definition given of it by Mr Hume as any thing 
I can conceive. 

Thirtlh/, We may observe that when we are told 
that we have a faculty of repealing our impressions in 
a more or less lively manner, this implies that we are 
the efficient causes of our ideas of memory and ima- 
gination ; but this contradicts what the author sayrST 
-Kttle before, where he proves, by what he calls a con- 
vincing argument, that impressions are the cause of 
their corresponding ideas. The argument that proves 
^hb, had need indeed to be very convincing ; whether 
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we make the idea to be a second appearance of 
impression, or a new impression similar to the former. 

If the first be true, then the impression is the cause 
of itself. If the second, then the impression, after it is 
gone, and has no existence,' produces the idea. Such 
arc the mysteries of Mr Hume’s philosophy. 

It may be observed, that the common system, that 
ideas- are the only immediate objects of thought, leads 
to scepticism with regard to memory, as well as with 
regard to the objects of sense, whether those ideas 
placed in the mind or in the brain. 

Ideas are sard to be things internal and present, 
which have no existence but during the moment they 
arc in the mind. The objects of sense are things ex- 
ternal, wliich have a continued existence. When it 
is maintained, that all that we immediately perceive 
is only ideas or phantasms, how can we from the ex- 
istence of those phantasms, conclude the existence of 
an external world corresponding to them ? 

This difficult question seems not to have ocemred 
to the Peripatetics. Des C.srtes saw the diffieffity, 
and endeavoured to find out arguments by which, 
froni the existence of our phantasms or ideas, we 
might infer the existence of external objects. T e 
same course was followed by Malebr.^nche, Arn/suld 
and Locke ; but Berkeley and Hume easily refuted 
all their arguments, and demonstrated that iheie is no 

’'Thfsamc difficulty with regard .to 

son why it was not oUservea oy v to 

• cause they give less attention to the memoiy^ 

~ .vop. I. 
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mind, conclude that an event really happerled ten or 
twenty years ago corresponding to it? 

There is the same need of drgumehts to prove, that 
the ideas of memory are pictures of things that really 
did happen, as that the ideas of sense are pictures of 
external objects which now exist. In both cases, it 
will be impossible to find any argument that has real 
weight. So that this hypothesis leads us to absolute 
scepticism, with regard to those things which we most 
distinctly remember, no less than with regard to the 
external objects of sense. 

It does not appear to have occurred either to Locke 
or to Berkeley, that their system has the same ten- 
dency to overturn the testimony of memory as the tes- 
timony of the senses. 

Mr Hume saw farther than both, and found this 
consequence of the system of ideas perfectly corres- 
''ponding to his aim of establishing universal scepticism. 
His System is thetefore more consistent than theirs, 
and the conclusions agree better with the premises. 

But if we should grant to Mr Hume, that our ideas 
of memory afford no just ground to believe the past 
existence of things which we remember, it nray still 
be asked, How it comes to pass that perception and 
memory are accompanied with belief, while bare iina» 
gination is not ? Though this belief cannot be justi- 
fied upon his system, it ought to be accounted for as a 
phaenomenon of human nature. 

This he has done, by giving us a new theory, of be- 
lief in general ; a theory which suits very werTmtli 
that of ideas, and seems to be a natural consequence 
of ity^and which at the same time reconciles all the 
belief that we find in human nature to perfect scepti- 
cism. 

What then is this belief? It must either be nn idea, 
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or some modmcatiou of an idea ; we conceive 
things which we do not believe. The idea of an ob- 
ject is the same whether we believe it to exist, or bare- 
ly conceive it. The belief adds no new idea to the, 
conception ; it is therefore nothing but a modification 
ofvthc idea of the thing believed, or a different manner 
of conceiving it. Hear himielf ; 

All the perceptions of the mind are of two kinds, 

“ impressions and ideas, which differ from each other 
“ only in their difl'ercnt degiees of force and vivac.tj;^ 
“ Our ideas are copied froip nur impressions, and re- 
“ present them m all their parts. When you would 
“ vary the idea of a particular object, you can only 
“ increase or diminish its torce and vivacity ■. If you 


“ make any other change upon it, it represents a dif- 
“ ferent object or impression. The case is the same 
“ as in colours. A particular shade of any colour 
“ may acquire a new degree of liveliness or bright- 
“ ness, without any other variation ; but when you 
“ produce any other variation, it is no longer the same 
“ shade or colour. So that as belief docs nothing but 

^ry the manner in which we conceive any object, 

» it can only bestow on our ideas an additional Imce 
“ and vivacity. An opinion, therefoie, or belief 
“ may be most accurately defined a lively idea, related 
- to, or associated with a present imptcssu.n.” 

Tliis theory of belief is very fruitful of conse- 
quences, which Mr Hume traces with his usual acute- 
ness, and biings into the service of his system. A 

■ great part of his system indeed is budt upon it , and 
it is of itself suflici^nt to prove what he calls his hy- 
pothesis, “ that belief is more properly ^ °t 

the sensitive than of the cogitative part of oui na^ 

■ it is very difficult to examine this account ot belief 
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^ith the same gravity with which it is proposed. It 
puts* one in mind of the ingenious account given by 
Martinus Scrielerus of the power of syllogism, by • 
making the major the male, and the irunor thfe female, 
which being coupled by the middle term, generate 
the conclusion. There is surely no science in whkh 
men of great parts and ingenuity have fallen into 
such gross absurdities as in treating of the powers of 
the mind. I cannot help thinking, that never any 
.Ring more absurd was gravely maintained by any 
1 philosopher, than this account of the nature of belief, 
and of the distinction of perception, memory, and i- 
magination. 

The belief of a proposition is an operation of mind 
of which every man is conscious, and what it is, he 
understands perfectly, though, on account of its sim- 
plicity, he cannot give a logical definition of it. 

If he compares it v/ith strength or vivacity of his 
ideas, of with any modification of ideas, they are so 
far from appearing to be one and the same, that they 
have not the least similitude. 


' That a strong belief and a weak belief differ 6n\y 
in degree, I can easily comprehend ; but that belief 
and no belief should differ only in degree, no man 
can believe who understands what he speaks : For 
this is in reality to say that something and nothing 
differ only in degree, or that nothing is a degree of 
something. 

Every proposition that may be the object of belief,, 
has a contrary proposition that may be the object of 
•a contrary belief. The ideas of both, according to 
Mr Hui\^; are the same, and differ only in degrees of 
vivacity. That is, contraries differ only in degree ; 
^and so pleasure may be a degree of pain, and hatred 
degree of love. But it is to no purpose to trkee 
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the absurdities that follow from this doctrine, 
none of them can be more absurd than' the doctrine 
itself. 


Every man knows perfectly what it is to see an 
object with his eyes, what it is to remember a past 
e^mt, and what it is to conceive a thing which has 
no existence. That these are quite different opera- 
tions of his mind, he is as certain as that sound differs 
from colour, and both from taste ; and I can as ea^j 
believe that sound, and colour, and taste, differ off^! 
in degree, as that seeing, and remembering, and ima- 
gining, differ only in degree. 

Mr Hume, in the third volume of his Treatise of 
Human Nature, is sensible that his theory of belief 


is liable to strong objections, and seems, in some mea- 
sure, to retract it ; but in what measure it is not easy 
to say. He seems still to think, that belief is only a 
modification of the idea, but that vivacity is not a 
proper term to express that modification. Instead of 
it he uses some analogical phrases to explain th^ mo- 
dification, such as “ apprehending the idea more 
“ sitrongly, or taking faster hold cf it. 

There is nothing more meritorious in a plnk«ophcr 
than to retract an error upon conviction ; but in this 
instance 1 humbly apprehend Mr Hume claims that 


merit upon too slight aground ; For I cannot perceive 
that the apprehending an idea more strongly, or tax- 
imr faster hold of it, expresses any other modilication 
of the idea than what was before expressed by its 
strength and vivaoifv, or even that it expresses t e 
same modification more properly. Whatev^ mo i- . 
ffcation of the idea he makes belief to be 
vivacity, or some other without a name, to make pei ^ 
-j-elXtmemory, ami .rangina.iom .0 U- 
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/6gr^es of that modihcation, is chargeable with the 
Absurdities we have mentioned. 

Before we leave this subject of memory, it is pro- 
per to taj^e notice of a distinction which Akisiotle 
makes between memory and reminiscence, because 
itbe distinction has a real foundation in nature, thou^gh 
j‘ii our language, I think, we do not distinguish them 
by different names. 

Memory is a kind of habit which is not always in 
,\^Tcise with regard to things we remember, but is 
iready to suggest them when there is occasion. The 
most perfect degree of this habit is, when the thing 
presents itself to our remembrance spontaneously, and 
without labour, as often as there is occasion. A se- 
cond degree is, when the thing is foigot for a longer 
or shorter lime, even when there is occasion to re- 
member it, yet at last some incident brings it to mind 
^dtliout any search. A third degree is, when we cast 
about and search for what we would remember, and so 

last find it out. It is this last, I think, which Aristo- 
TEE calls reminiscence, as distinguished, from memory. 

Reminiscence, therefore, includes a will to^jre- 
collect something past, and a search for it. But 
here a difficulty occurs. It may be said, that what 
we will to remember we must conceive, as there 
can be no will without a conception of the thing 
willed. A will to remember a thing, therefore, seems 
to imply that we remember it already, and have no 
occasion to search for it. But this difficulty is easily 
removed. When we will to remember a thing, we 
must remember something relating to it, which gives 
us a rej,??live conception of it ; but we may, at the 
same time, have no conception what the thing is, but 
Qjily what relation it bears to something else. Thus, 
I remember that a friend charged me with a comis- 
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siun to be executed at such a place ; but I have for^ 
what the commission was. By applying ray thought 
to wliat I remember concerning it, that it was given by 
such a person, upon such an occasion, in consequence 
of such a conversation, I am led, in a tram of thought, 
-^o.the very thing I had forgot, and recollect distinctly 
what the commission was. 

Arisiotle says, that brutes ha not reminU-'^'oce, 
and this I think is probable ; but, says he, .hey hav, 
memory. It cannot, indeed, be doubted but .. 5; 
have something very like to it, and in some instances 
in a very great degree. A dog knows his master after 
long absence. A hoise will trace back a road he has 
once gone as accurately as a man ; and this is the 
more strange, that the train of thought which he had 
in going, must be reversed in his return. It is very 
like to some prodigious memories W’e read where a 
person, upon hearing an hundred names, or "on-^ 
nected words pronounced, can begin at the last, anu’' 
go backwards to the first, without losing or mis- 
placing one. Brutes certainly may learn much from 
experience, which seems to imply incinoiy. 

^Yet I sec no reason to think lliat biutcs measuie 
time as men do, by days, months, or years, oV that 
they have any distinct knowledge of the interval be- 
tween things which they remember, or of their dis- 
tance from the present moment. If wc could not 
record transactions according to their dates, human 
memory would be something very chherent from 
what it is, and perhaps resemble more the memory of 


brutes. 
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